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The House met at 10 a.m.

The Chaplain, Rev. James David
Ford, D.D., offered the following pray-
er:

When the paths of life seem long and
there is so much to do, we pray, gra-
cious God, that the blessings of life will
flow freely and Your benedictions will
comfort and encourage. As we have re-
ceived so fully from Your grace, O God,
so may we share that love with others
in our families and in our commu-
nities.

May good words and good thoughts
and goodwill prevail. May justice mark
the work of our hands, and may the
spirit of mercy live in our hearts and
souls this day and every day. In Your
name, we pray. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman
from California (Mr. ROGAN) come for-
ward and lead the House in the Pledge
of Allegiance.

Mr. ROGAN led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

| pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Lundregan, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate had passed
without amendment bills of the House
of the following titles:

H.R. 2202. An act to amend the Public
Health Service Act to revise and extend the

bone marrow donor program, and for other
purposes.

H.R. 2864. An act to require the Secretary
of Labor to establish a program under which
employers may consult with State officials
respecting compliance with occupational
safety and health requirements.

H.R. 2877. An act to amend the Occupa-
tional Safety and Health Act of 1970.

H.R. 3035. An act to establish an advisory
commission to provide advice and rec-
ommendations on the creation of an inte-
grated, coordinated Federal policy designed
to prepare for and respond to serious drought
emergencies.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER

The SPEAKER. The Chair will recog-
nize 10 1-minutes on each side.

Will the gentlewoman from Missouri
(Mrs. EMERSON) kindly assume the
chair.

CHINA SELECTS U.S. ARMY AS
“MOST FAVORED WEBSITE”

(Mr. GIBBONS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GIBBONS. Madam Speaker, well,
never let it be said that the Communist
Chinese do not learn from their mis-
takes. Or, perhaps we should better say
from our mistakes.

It seems that when the Army realized
and analyzed their web site that cata-
logs a variety of ‘“lessons learned,”
they were surprised to find out who
came calling the most often.

Mr. Speaker, it was not the 82nd Air-
borne Division, it was not the First In-
fantry Division. It was not the Air
Force. It was not the Navy. It was not
the Marines.

Mr. Speaker, you guessed it. It was
the Communist Chinese. That is right,
the United States Army web site is
most often visited by the People’s Lib-
eration Army. | guess it has attained
““China’s Most Favored Website” sta-
tus.

| suppose we should be flattered.
After all, is imitation not the sincerest
form of flattery?

It does point out that the People’s
Liberation Army is not a sleeping
giant. Communist China’s army is ac-
tively working to improve its capabili-
ties and learn from our mistakes. At
the same time the President is pushing
for China to receive Most Favored Na-
tion status, China has selected the
United States Army as its ‘“Most Fa-
vored Website.”’

GOP MANAGED CARE PROPOSAL
FALLS SHORT

(Mr. GREEN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GREEN. Madam Speaker, it took
months of drafting and redrafting and
threats and rejection, but last night we
got our first look at the Republican
managed care proposal.

While the final details will not be
worked out for another month, the
rough draft is not very promising. Most
of the outlined provisions in the bill
are too weak to help people like in the
story in yesterday’s Washington Post.

It was a father of five with liver can-
cer. He already had access to an ap-
peals process that he actually won. Un-
fortunately for him, it took 5 months
for his doctor to be told that he needed
a liver transplant and the HMO was or-
dered to pay for it. But, Madam Speak-
er, he died right after they were given
that permission.

What he needed was a timely appeals
process and an HMO knowing that they
would be responsible for the denial of
that coverage.

The Republican bill would not help
the Houston police officer who, after 30
years of service and not missing a day
for illness, was diagnosed with cancer
and it took him months to get to a spe-
cialist. The proposal would be just
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about as effective as using a Band-Aid
for a deep flesh wound.

The provisions in the GOP bill would
do nothing to stop HMOs from making
major decisions based on profits in-
stead of patients.

CHILD CUSTODY PROTECTION ACT

(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Madam Speak-
er, parents should not be robbed of the
inherent right to counsel our children
at their time of need. Yet, strangers
are now allowed to transport our un-
derage daughters in order to obtain
abortions in States without parental
notification laws.

This outrage, which is actually en-
couraged by heartless abortion clinics
that place ads highlighting their
State’s lack of consent laws, must be
stopped.

My legislation, H.R. 3682, the Child
Custody Protection Act, will ensure
that parental rights are respected. It
would make it a Federal misdemeanor
for a nonparent to transport a minor
girl across State lines to avoid that
State’s abortion parental notification
laws.

Innocent minor girls and parents
must be protected from strangers who
decide to make possible life-threaten-
ing decisions for them. This legislation
has already been approved by the full
House Judiciary Committee and it will
soon be brought to this floor for a vote.

Madam Speaker, encourage my col-
leagues to support the protection of pa-
rental rights by voting for this impor-
tant legislation.

DISCHARGE PETITION URGING
CONSIDERATION OF IMF FUNDING

(Mr. OBEY asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. OBEY. Madam Speaker, several
days ago | introduced House Resolution
473, which will provide for the consider-
ation of the remnants of H.R. 3580, a
supplemental appropriation bill fund-
ing the International Monetary Fund.

Madam Speaker, | would urge all
Members to sign the discharge petition
which will be available at the desk
starting now.

Last fall the Speaker of the House
decided to use the U.N. and the IMF
funding as leverage to force the Presi-
dent to agree to unacceptable changes
in international family planning poli-
cies, and he has continued to hold this
needed funding hostage. Failure to act
on the IMF funding continues to en-
danger the U.S. economy, which is be-
coming more concerned each passing
day with what is happening in Asia.

We need to have the debate on the
IMF so that the many concerns about
how the IMF is run can be resolved and
so that critically needed replenish-
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ments can be put in place. American
jobs are at stake. We cannot afford to
allow this threat to the American
economy to continue. | urge every
Member to sign the discharge petition
now.

LIBERALS’ RECORD ON
EDUCATION IN AMERICA

(Mr. CHABOT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. CHABOT. Madam Speaker, as a
former schoolteacher myself, | would
like to review the liberals’ record on
the issue of education in this country.

In the 1960s, the liberals decided to
“‘dumb down’’ the curriculum and now
across the country academic rigor is
absent from many of our public
schools. The predictable result is that
student achievement in many areas has
plummeted.

The liberals also decided that self-es-
teem was in and that actual knowledge
was out. The liberals embraced bogus,
faddish teaching methods and produced
a generation of children who never
learned to read.

And now the liberals oppose legisla-
tion we recently passed here in Con-
gress which would allow parents to put
their own money in accounts and not
to pay tax on the money in those ac-
counts for educating their children,
kindergarten through high school.
They say it would somehow hurt the
public schools.

Baloney. Let us make it a little easi-
er for parents, particularly middle-
class parents, to provide a quality edu-
cation for their children.

REAL MANAGED CARE REFORM

(Mr. PALLONE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. PALLONE. Madam Speaker, yes-
terday the Republican Health Task
Force unveiled a set of principles that
fall far short of real patient protec-
tions for Americans in HMOs.

More sinister was the Republicans’
stated intention to combine changes in
managed care with limits on medical
malpractice liability and other highly
controversial add-ons which will imme-
diately Kkill any possibility for even
limited patient protections to pass
Congress this year.

Earlier this week, the gentleman
from lowa (Mr. GANSKE) and the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. DINGELL)
introduced a discharge petition to by-
pass the Republican leadership’s oppo-
sition to real managed care reform and
bring the Patients’ Bill of Rights to
the floor for a vote.

The Patients’ Bill of Rights would
put control of medical decisions back
where they belong, in the hands of doc-
tors and their patients, not with the in-
surance industry bureaucrats.

Madam Speaker, | urge all of my col-
leagues to sign the Ganske-Dingell dis-
charge petition so we can have a vote
on real managed care reform this year.
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CONGRATULATIONS TO JESSICA
LORINE GONDER, U.S. SAVINGS
BOND NATIONAL STUDENT POST-
ER CONTEST WINNER

(Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Madam
Speaker, the United States Savings
Bond National Student Poster Contest
provides an opportunity for thousands
of our children to learn the value of
saving money while increasing the pub-
lic awareness of buying U.S. savings
bonds as an easy way to save and in-
vest in their own and America’s future
success.

I am extremely proud of one of my
constituents, Jessica Lorine Gonder of
Funkstown, Maryland, who designed
posters which won both the 1997 and
1998 Maryland State contest. Her im-
pressive freehand design, which | wish
everyone could see, is the 1998 National
Second Place winner. Jessica was just
a sixth grader at E. Russell Hicks Mid-
dle School in Hagerstown, Maryland, in
Washington County.

Jessica Gonder’s award-winning post-
ers are another testament to America’s
greatness and our leadership in the
world. In America, competition, hard
work, and perseverance improve qual-
ity and are the keys to achieving suc-
cess.

Madam Speaker, | say, ‘“Congratula-
tions, Jessica.”

CONGRESS SHOULD ADDRESS
CLASS SIZE AND SCHOOL CON-
STRUCTION

(Mr. SNYDER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. SNYDER. Madam Speaker,
America’s school kids are now out of
school and we join them, beginning
today, back home for the 2-week July
4th recess.

When we return, we will not have
many work days left this year. And
yet, we have done nothing about the
two most critical problems facing
America’s public schools: class sizes
that are too large and school buildings
of poor quality.

Madam Speaker, | want Arkansas
school boards to run their schools, but
the American people expect their gov-
ernment in Washington to help with
these critical needs. When we return in
2 weeks, |1 hope we will refocus our at-
tention to America’s public schools and
help America put more teachers in the
classrooms and create better quality
classrooms to put them in. America’s
schoolchildren deserve the best schools
that we can give them.

IN HONOR OF DR. GLORIA M.
SHATTO, PRESIDENT, BERRY
COLLEGE

(Mr. BARR of Georgia asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)
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Mr. BARR of Georgia. Madam Speak-
er, recently Dr. Gloria M. Shatto re-
tired as president of Berry College. Dr.
Shatto was inaugurated as Berry’s
sixth president in 1980 and thereby be-
came the first woman to become a
president of a college or university in
the State of Georgia.

Dr. Shatto’s honors include Phi Beta
Kappa, the Organization of American
States fellowship, the Organization of
Women fellowship, and the list goes on
and on.

To show its appreciation to Dr.
Shatto, Berry College honored her with
a ‘“Voice of Berry Lifetime Award.”
The award is presented annually to a
student, faculty, or staff member for
communicating effectively to enhance
morale, ability to motivate and inspire
others, and the willingness to encour-
age open and free discussion.

Madam Speaker, Berry College is
consistently recognized as one of the
outstanding small comprehensive col-
leges in the South. Berry offers work
experience as part of every student’s
development. Approximately 90 percent
of the students are employed on cam-
pus in 120 job classifications during an
academic year.

Madam Speaker, | proudly rise today
in recognition of Dr. Shatto’s out-
standing service to Berry College and
Berry’s outstanding service to our Na-
tion.

COMPREHENSIVE TOBACCO
LEGISLATION NEEDED

(Ms. DEGETTE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Ms. DEGETTE. Madam Speaker, this
past Saturday marked the 1l-year anni-
versary of the State attorneys gen-
eral’s proposed tobacco settlement.
Ironically, this anniversary was also
marked by the death of tobacco legisla-
tion in this Congress.

Since June 1997, Congress has done
nothing to stem the willful and de-
structive forces of the tobacco indus-
try. Today, more than a year later, all
we see is a list of principles from the
majority party that protects Big To-
bacco and still punishes teens.

By selling out to Big Tobacco, the
105th Congress has failed to act while
an astounding 1,095,000 more Kkids be-
came addicted to this lethal product.
During this 1-minute speech, two more
children will become addicted to to-
bacco. This tombstone symbolizes the
1,095,000 children addicted to tobacco
just in the last year.

Madam Speaker, if we are serious
about reducing teen smoking, we need
to pass important and comprehensive
legislation and we need to raise the
legal purchase price from 18 to 21 years
old. Let us not make this paper tomb-
stone turn to stone.

IRS REFORM

(Mr. SHIMKUS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
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minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SHIMKUS. Madam Speaker, |
rise today to compliment the House for
its vote last week to abolish the Tax
Code by 2002. Although it is unlikely
that this bill will become law, it is a
significant first step in our effort to
fundamentally reform the current In-
ternal Revenue Code. If we are ever to
reform our tax system, we must focus
the debate on how we will change the
Tax Code, not if or when.

The existing Tax Code is a complex
web of credits, deductions, and revenue
rulings which shifts resources and time
from productive economic activities to
tax compliance. Furthermore, tax-
payers with identical incomes often
have vastly different tax liabilities.

It is time we in Congress provide the
American taxpayer with a Tax Code
which promotes economic growth,
lessens the burdens of compliance on
individuals and small businesses and,
most importantly, reestablishes fair-
ness.

Madam Speaker, 1 look forward
today to voting on IRS reform later on
this afternoon.

0 1015
ACADEMY APPOINTMENTS

(Mr. PITTS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PITTS. Madam Speaker, | rise
today to talk about students. | would
like to take a moment to recognize
students who epitomize the phrase ‘‘pa-
triotism.”

This year | had the pleasure of nomi-
nating 37 young men and women from
the 16th Congressional District of
Pennsylvania to the four United States
service academies. | am very pleased
that 20 of these students were ap-
pointed to the academies.

Next week those young men and
women will start a journey, 4 years of
study at premier institutions of higher
learning, followed by active duty serv-
ice in the U.S. Armed Forces. They will
not only study academics but prepare
themselves militarily and physically
for service to the Nation as military of-
ficers.

They are living proof of the phrase
““‘duty, honor, country,” and they are
tomorrow’s leaders. Therefore, | would
like to join their parents and friends in
saluting these students.

ON EDUCATION

(Mr. ROGAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ROGAN. Madam Speaker, last
week Congress passed legislation mak-
ing it easier for parents to save for
their children’s education. With this in
mind, 1 would like to pose a few ques-
tions to the defenders of the education
status quo.
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Given that most of you have done
this for your own children’s education,
why is it so bad for other parents to do
so? Why is giving one’s children more
educational opportunities a bad thing?
If parental choice on education really
harms public schools, then does that
mean that parents who desire to send
their children to private or religious
schools should be condemned because
they are harming public schools?

What about all of those Members of
Congress and public school teachers
who send their children to private
schools?

Lastly, what do you say to those par-
ents in poor areas with dangerous, dys-
functional schools for their children?
Too bad? Tough luck?

America demands and deserves an-
swers to these critical questions.

CONGRESSIONAL FIRE SERVICES
CAUCUS WILDLAND FIRE INITIA-
TIVE

(Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania.
Madam Speaker, each night on the
evening news in our media across this
country we see the devastation being
caused by forest fires and wildlands
fires. Florida is being devastated as we
stand here today; Texas, the West,
California.

Today at 11:30 in the Rayburn, Room
2216, a bipartisan group of our col-
leagues will come together and an-
nounce a six-part initiative that will
deal with the issue of wildlands and
forest fires. We will review what ac-
tions Members of Congress are taking
to enhance the capability to use, in one
case, Cold War technology to detect
these fires at their inception.

We will talk about resources that
this Congress has in fact provided this
year and in past years to improve the
capability of our local emergency re-
sponders to deal with these disasters. |
encourage our colleagues to join with
us in announcing these initiatives to
assist these States during their time of
need.

NATIONAL MISSILE DEFENSE

(Mr. GUTKNECHT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Madam Speaker, |
remember the Cuban missile crisis. |
remember fallout shelters. | remember
the drills we had to do when | was a
child to protect us from a nuclear at-
tack.

During the 1950s, America was prac-
ticing for what we thought was the in-
evitable. | do not want our Nation’s
children to ever experience that. It is
time for us to build a national missile
defense to protect our children.

The good news is we have the tech-
nology to knock missiles right out of
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the sky. The bad news is the adminis-
tration does not think it is necessary.
That is right. If an enemy missile was
launched at the United States, our
super-sophisticated computers would
pick it up right away and calculate ex-
actly where it was going to hit and
when. And then nothing. All we could
do is wait for it to hit its target and
pray for all of the lives that would be
lost.

We have the capability to protect
ourselves with a national missile de-
fense. We just choose not to build it.

Madam Speaker, | remember the
1950s. Let us use our technology to pro-
tect our kids. | want our kids to grow
up happy and carefree, not practicing
what to do when nuclear missiles are
launched at us.

Let us build a national missile de-
fense. Let us do it for our Kids.

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF A CONCURRENT RESOLUTION
FOR ADJOURNMENT OF HOUSE
AND SENATE FOR INDEPEND-
ENCE DAY DISTRICT WORK PE-
RIOD

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Madam Speaker,
by direction of the Committee on
Rules, | call up House Resolution 491
and ask for its immediate consider-
ation.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. REs. 491

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order, any rule of
the House to the contrary notwithstanding,
to consider a concurrent resolution provid-
ing for adjournment of the House and Senate
for the Independence Day district work pe-
riod.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
EMERSON). The gentleman from Florida
(Mr. D1AZ-BALART) is recognized for 1
hour.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Madam Speaker,
for purposes of debate only, | yield the
customary 30 minutes to the gentle-
woman from New York (Ms. SLAUGH-
TER). During consideration of this reso-
lution, all time yielded is for the pur-
pose of debate only.

Madam Speaker, | yield 3 minutes to
the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
ARMEY), distinguished majority leader.

Mr. ARMEY. Madam Speaker, |
thank the gentleman for yielding me
the time.

Madam Speaker, we are about to
take up a resolution for adjournment
for the Independence Day work period.
It will be a good period of time for all
of us to go home, be in touch with our
constituents in our districts, some-
thing we need to do, something we
enjoy doing.

While we are home, Madam Speaker,
undoubtedly we are going to encounter
so many constituents who are going to
again express their commitment to and
their concern for the education of their
children. This is a major, major con-
cern of the American people. The
American people celebrate their good
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schools, and they worry about the
schools that are not performing on be-
half of the children.

The American people take the edu-
cation of their children very, very seri-
ously. Where they can, when they have
the resources, they couple, along with
their wish that America have the best
schools in the world for their children,
their own personal commitment to put
their own child in the best school pos-
sible. Every parent wants this, rich and
poor alike.

Madam Speaker, just a few weeks ago
we passed on to the President of the
United States a bill that would have
provided scholarship opportunities for
the parents of poor children so that
those children might be moved from a
school that was failing them to a
school in which the child could suc-
ceed. The President vetoed that.

Despite the fact that it was new
money additional funding, the Presi-
dent vetoed that because he thought
somehow that might be destructive to
the public schools, without ever realiz-
ing that when the public schools are
accountable to the parents, the public
schools do better. When the parents
have a right and an ability to move
their children to a better school, the
children are better off and the schools
are better off.

Today, Madam Speaker, we will en-
roll a bill before we go home on this
district recess period that makes avail-
able again the opportunity for choice
to parents, further enhanced by tax-de-
ductible savings accounts for those
parents who can afford it so that they
might be able to save their own money,
in addition to the taxes they pay for
schools, save their own money and
have the opportunity to move their
child to a better school.

Once again, the President says he is
going to veto this because he says it is
unfair to the poor children.

Well, no, Mr. President, you were un-
fair to the poor children when you ve-
toed the earlier bill. Are you going to
couple that now to be unfair to the
children whose parents work, save, sac-
rifice and wish only that little bit of
edge that could come in tax-free sav-
ings accounts for their children’s edu-
cation because, once again, Mr. Presi-
dent, your complaint is it hurts the
public schools?

This is no deduction in funds avail-
able for the public schools. It is only a
modest increase in freedom and re-
sources to living parents who know
themselves to be the child’s first, most
dedicated teacher, to use their own re-
sources to move the child to the best
school possible.

It is time, | believe, for all of this
government, the House, the Senate,
and the White House to respond to the
needs of the parents of America. Give
each parent, rich or poor, able to save
or not, the opportunity to do what each
parent wants most deeply in their
heart to do: provide the best possible
opportunity for their child.
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Do not veto that bill, Mr. President.
Sign it. Show that you care for the par-
ents who care for their children.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Madam Speaker,
I yield myself such time a I may con-
sume.

Madam Speaker, House Resolution
491 provides for consideration in the
House of a concurrent resolution pro-
viding for the adjournment of the
House and Senate for the Independence
Day work period.

All points of order are waived against
the resolution and its consideration.

Madam Speaker, obviously this has
been a very busy year in the House. We
have spent a significant number of
hours on the floor debating issues rang-
ing from higher education priorities to
transportation needs, from the self-de-
termination of the people of Puerto
Rico to financial services moderniza-
tion.

The House will have passed five ap-
propriations bills by the time we leave
for our Fourth of July district work pe-
riod later today, and we will hopefully
pass the other appropriations bills soon
after returning from the break.

While adjournment resolutions are
usually privileged, a rule is needed in
order to waive a point of order that
could be raised against the Fourth of
July district work period resolution on
the grounds that it would violate sec-
tion 309 of the Budget Act which pro-
hibits the House from adjourning for
more than 3 days in July unless the
House has completed action on all ap-
propriations bills.

Independence Day is a time to be
back in our districts, not only celebrat-
ing the birth of this great Nation but
meeting with and listening to what our
constituents have to say about the
issues that are important to them. |
personally, as | am sure most Members
of this House, have numerous meetings
with constituent groups scheduled in
the next days.

The Congress has very important
spending decisions to make with lim-
ited funds, and time spent in our dis-
tricts listening to the priorities of our
constituents will be very worthwhile.

Therefore, Madam Speaker, | feel it
appropriate that we in the House re-
turn to our districts for the Independ-
ence Day work period to reflect to-
gether with our constituents on the
principles that founded this Nation and
also to consult with them and think
out loud with them on the issues that
confront us in the weeks ahead.

I would urge adoption of this resolu-
tion, 491.

Madam Speaker, |
ance of my time.

(Ms. SLAUGHTER asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Madam Speaker, |
thank the gentleman from Florida for
yielding me the customary 30 minutes,
and | yield myself such time as | may
consume.

Madam Speaker, H. Res. 491 waives
all points of order against the consider-
ation of the resolution providing for

reserve the bal-
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the adjournment of the House and Sen-
ate for the Independence Day district
work period.

Madam Speaker, why do we need to
waive points of order on this adjourn-
ment resolution? Because the Congres-
sional Budget Act, section 309, states,
“It shall not be in order in the House of
Representatives to consider any resolu-
tion providing for an adjournment pe-
riod of more than 3 calendar days dur-
ing the month of July until the House
of Representatives has approved annual
appropriations bills providing new
budget authority under the jurisdiction
of all subcommittees on the Committee
on Appropriations for the fiscal year
beginning on October 1 of such year.”

Unhappily, the House has not met
this legal requirement. Even after to-
day’s actions, we will have passed
fewer than half of the 13 appropriations
bills. This failure to meet our legal
budget appropriations timetable is one
more in a series of missed deadlines.
Congress is required by the Budget Act
to complete action on the budget reso-
lution by April 15, but the House did
not pass its version of the budget reso-
lution until June 5. And the leadership
has refused to appoint conferees on the
resolution; so who knows when or if a
final budget resolution will be adopted?

The Budget Act also requires the
Committee on Appropriations to report
all annual appropriations bills by June
10. No appropriations bills were re-
ported by June 10 and, to date, only 6
have been reported.

By June 15, Congress is required by
law to complete action on reconcili-
ation legislation. However, since we
have no budget resolution, we do not
even know whether we will have a rec-
onciliation bill this year or not. So,
Madam Speaker, the House has not
met its basic responsibility to consider
the appropriations bills that fund the
Federal Government.

Is this because we have been dili-
gently considering other urgent busi-
ness? No. Unfortunately, this session
the House has passed very little legis-
lation that has a chance of being
signed into law. Instead we are voting
on bumper sticker bills and the con-
stitutional amendment of the week.

The American public is asking us to
address issues that affect their lives.
But the leadership refuses to move any
legislation that might benefit the pub-
lic if it has the slightest chance of up-
setting its friends.
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We should be working on bills to pro-
tect patients’ rights, like H.R. 306,

which would ban genetic discrimina-
tion in health insurance. We know
Americans are profoundly concerned
about the future of their medical care.
Last week a Pew Research Center
study showed that 69 percent of Ameri-
cans believe the debate over HMO regu-
lation is very important to the Nation,
and 60 percent said it is very important
to them personally. But instead of act-
ing on pending health care bills, sev-
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eral supported by more than 200 bipar-
tisan cosponsors, Congress continues to
blatantly ignore this mandate from the
American people.

Similarly we should be addressing
child care and after-school care legisla-
tion, like the America After School
Act. This program would expand after-
school programs so that young people
would have a safe place to go, with
stimulating activities and tutoring
when the school day ends. This after-
school care would decrease juvenile
crime while increasing student
achievement, self-esteem and positive
behavior.

Another pressing matter is genuine
campaign finance reform. Instead of a
structured debate that allows Members
to make rational choices, leadership
has imposed a procedure designed to
debate reform to death. Their unfair
rules call for the consideration of one
constitutional amendment, 11 sub-
stitute bills, 258 non-germane amend-
ments, and an unlimited number of
germane amendments. But so far we
have only considered one constitu-
tional amendment, one substitute bill,
and three amendments. That leaves us
with 10 bills, hundreds of nongermane
amendments, and an unknown number
of germane amendments to deal with
and we are going on recess for nearly 3
weeks.

Federal campaigns are becoming lit-
tle more than a money chase to pay for
increasingly expensive elections. In the
most recent election cycle, spending on
Federal elections shattered all records,
reaching an estimated $1.6 billion. An
all-time high of $500 million was spent
on just one type of advertising, broad-
cast television, and yet voter turnout
is at an all-time low. Fewer than half
of all eligible Americans exercise their
right to vote. The American people are
discouraged by a system in which
money seems more important than
issues and the interests of large con-
tributors seem more important than
the concerns of working families. If
Congress were serious about fixing our
broken political system, we would pass
campaign finance reform before going
out of session for nearly 3 weeks.

Madam Speaker, | could go on about
the unfinished agenda of the House, but
the bottom line is we have failed to
meet our legal responsibilities under
the Budget Act, and we have failed to
address the issues our constituents
have told us are important.

Madam Speaker, in light of the im-
portance of our unfinished work, I
must oppose this rule providing for a
nearly 3-week hiatus in the legislative
work of this Congress.

Madam Speaker, | reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Madam Speaker,
| yield myself such time as | may con-
sume.

Madam Speaker, |1 am a firm believer
that history is a very important teach-
er. With regard to what was stated by
my distinguished colleague and friend
on the Committee on Rules that we
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have not fulfilled the requirements of
the Budget Act in that all the appro-
priations bills have not been passed, |
myself stated that earlier, but |1 think
it is important to look at history, even
recent history, when our friends on the
other side of the aisle controlled the
majority in this House and had the
presidency, also, by a member of their
party, which obviously it is much easi-
er when you do not have to negotiate
every single appropriations bill be-
tween the White House and the Con-
gress in divided government. Even then
in the 103rd Congress, all the appro-
priations bills were not passed before
July 1. If we go back just a few years
before that, to the 101st Congress, for
example, only one appropriations bill
had been passed before the July recess
in the first session and we will have
passed five today. If we go back just a
few years before that, to the 97th Con-
gress, no appropriations bills had been
passed by this House before the July
recess. | think it is important to point
that out.

I think that it is also important to
point out and to put in context what
we have done, that it is the 105th Con-
gress, with a majority on this side of
the aisle, that has balanced the Federal
budget for the first time in 30 years,
and that is, | think, an accomplish-
ment that is something that we can all
in this House feel proud of.

Madam Speaker, | reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Madam Speaker, |
have no requests for time, and | yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Madam Speaker,
accordingly, | would simply reiterate
that this is an important resolution,
that it is appropriate that we be able
to think out loud and consult with our
constituents in the next days.

Madam Speaker, | yield back the bal-
ance of my time, and I move the pre-
vious question on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the resolution.
The question was taken; and the

Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Madam Speaker, |
object to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 5 of rule I, further pro-
ceedings on this resolution will be
postponed until later today.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

ON JACK NICHOLSON’S VISIT TO
CUBA

(Mr. DIAZ-BALART asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Madam Speaker,
I read in the press this morning that a
well-known actor by the name of Jack



H5304

Nicholson is right now in Cuba. Not
only did he arrive there and apparently
demonstrate his intention to violate
U.S. law, but he called, according to
the press reports that | read this morn-
ing, Castro’s Cuba a ‘“‘paradise.”

I would recommend to Mr. Nicholson,
or to the President of Colombia, the
gentleman whose visa has been denied
to enter the United States because of
allegations that he received money
from the narcotraffickers in his cam-
paign for President 4 years ago, | would
recommend that both of them in the
so-called paradise as described by Mr.
Nicholson, that they seek to visit some
of the political prisons, some of the
prisons, of the hundreds of prisons in
Cuba while they are staying in the so-
called paradise.

There are, just to pick four examples,
perhaps the most well-known of the
leaders of the internal opposition in
Cuba, the dissidents, are in dungeons in
that paradise, according to Mr. Jack
Nicholson. The dictator in Cuba, who
has kept them there since July of 1997,
the four most well-known leaders of
the internal opposition in Cuba, has
kept them in that dungeon, by the way,
for the crime of publishing a document
entitled “The Homeland Belongs To
All”’ in which they call for free elec-
tions and a peaceful transition to de-
mocracy in Cuba. The Cuban dictator
has not even decided yet what to
charge them with. That is the so-called
paradise, according to Mr. Nicholson.

So | would urge these millionaire
visitors who go to the apartheid econ-
omy of Castro and partake of the pleas-
ures available due to the slavery of the
Cuban people, and when they call that
so-called workers’ paradise, as Nichol-
son did, a paradise, that they ask to
visit the political prisons, or perhaps
the widows or the orphans of the tens
of thousands of victims of that so-
called paradise.

It is shameful to see the attitude of
these Jack Nicholsons of the world, the
rich who believe they have no limits
and who now go to the so-called work-
ers’ paradise only 90 miles from our
shores to partake of the forbidden
apple in all of its pleasures. It is sick-
ening. It shows really the ugliest side
of our free enterprise system, that
some of these people with no con-
science and no sensitivity would go and
make statements like that and violate
our laws and not be concerned about
for 40 years the lack of the most ele-
mental freedoms, the lack of democ-
racy, and call a place like that totali-
tarian nightmare a paradise.

And so shame upon people like Nich-
olson. And also the President with the
campaign contributions from the
narcotraffickers. Obviously he feels
comfortable in the land of a head of the
narcotraffickers, the Cuban dictator.
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WAIVING POINTS OF ORDER
AGAINST CONFERENCE REPORT
ON H.R. 2676, INTERNAL REVE-
NUE SERVICE RESTRUCTURING
AND REFORM ACT OF 1998

Mr. DREIER. Madam Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, |
call up House Resolution 490 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 490

Resolved, That upon adoption of this reso-
lution it shall be in order to consider the
conference report to accompany the bill
(H.R. 2676) to amend the Internal Revenue
Code of 1986 to restructure and reform the
Internal Revenue Service, and for other pur-
poses. All points of order against the con-
ference report and against its consideration
are waived. The conference report shall be
considered as read.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from California (Mr. DREIER) is
recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. DREIER. Madam Speaker, for
the purpose of debate only, | yield the
customary 30 minutes to my very good
friend, the gentleman from Dayton, OH
(Mr. HALL), pending which | yield my-
self such time as | may consume. Dur-
ing consideration of this resolution, all
time yielded is for the purpose of de-
bate only.

(Mr. DREIER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial).

Mr. DREIER. Madam Speaker, this
rule is needed to waive points of order
against the conference report on H.R.
2676, the IRS Restructuring and Reform
Act. This legislation is the culmination
of years of dedicated effort and hard
work by my colleague from Cincinnati,
OH (Mr. PORTMAN) and the chairman of
the Committee on Ways and Means the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. ARCHER).

Before outlining the historic nature
of the conference report this rule would
make in order, | first want to applaud
the gentleman from Texas for his te-
nacity in overcoming the Clinton ad-
ministration’s opposition to bringing
some badly needed sanity to the tax
code. | am referring, of course, to the
provision to roll back the absurd 18-
month capital gains holding period
that the President insisted on in the
Taxpayer Relief Act of 1997. That extra
holding period turned the Schedule D
form into the Rubik’s Cube of tax
forms, frustrating millions of families
with unnecessary recordkeeping and
complexity and also making it difficult
for honest taxpayers to comply with
the law.
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Thanks to the inclusion, Madam
Speaker, of the Archer rollback provi-
sion in this conference report, millions
of American families will no longer
have to endure endless hours of mind-
less calculations to complete that
Schedule D.

But there are other benefits to the
rollback as well.
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Notwithstanding the static revenue
estimate provided by the Joint Com-
mittee on Taxation, the Federal Gov-
ernment and State governments will
see an increase in revenues from the ef-
fect of investors unlocking what here-
tofore has been unproductive capital.
The unlocking effect from the reduc-
tion in the capital gains tax rate to 20
percent is primarily responsible for
this year’s budget surplus. Also, as our
economy is further buffeted by the ef-
fects of the Asian economic crisis,
streamlining the capital gains holding
period will boost investment, capital
formation and economic growth. And |
will say parenthetically that | am very
pleased that the Speaker has intro-
duced legislation to take that top rate
down to 15 percent. Nearly 170 of my
colleagues, Democrats and Republicans
alike, joined in the first session of the
105th Congress to get it to 14 percent.

So, we are headed in the right direc-
tion.

As | mentioned, this is a historic bill
that will bring about the first com-
prehensive reform of the IRS in four
decades. It will make the IRS more
user friendly by, among other things,
establishing an independent governing
board and shifting the burden of proof
from the taxpayer to the IRS in dis-
putes that reach Tax Court. These re-
forms will make the IRS more account-
able to the American people. They will
enhance the fairness of the tax collec-
tion process by giving the taxpayer the
benefit of the doubt when he or she has
cooperated with the IRS and has docu-
mented evidence of compliance.

These reforms will not solve the
more intractable problems brought on
by a complicated and inefficient Tax
Code. The solutions to those broader
problems require comprehensive re-
form of the Internal Revenue Code
itself, which | hope the House will ad-
dress next year. But the reforms con-
tained in H.R. 2676 will go a long way
toward protecting the right of tax-
payers, making the IRS more account-
able and restoring public confidence in
the way the IRS enforces our tax laws.

Madam Speaker, | urge my col-
leagues to support both the rule and
the conference report.

Madam Speaker, |
ance of my time.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Madam Speaker, |
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Madam Speaker, | want to thank my
colleague from California (Mr. DREIER)
for yielding me the time.

As my colleague described, this is a
rule for consideration of the conference
report on H.R. 2676. This is a bill to re-
structure the Internal Revenue Serv-
ice. The rule waives all points of order
against the conference report. This bill
will transform the agency into a more
customer-service-oriented operation
that resolves taxpayers’ problems right
away instead of letting problems drag
on.

I want to point out to my colleagues
that the IRS has already taken steps to
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improve service in advance of this bill.
For example, it has expanded telephone
assistance, it has instituted nationwide
problem-solving days, it strengthened
the Office of the Taxpayer Advocate
and has increased accountability for
IRS management.

The legislation also directs the IRS
commissioner to simplify the current
complicated IRS structure and replace
it with a new organization that will
better serve taxpayers. This is a goal
which is shared by the commissioner.

I regret that the conferees inserted
provisions in the conference report
that do not belong and, in my opinion,
are unwise.

I am particularly concerned about
the provision that changes the name of
““most-favored-nation’” trading status
to ““normal trade” relations. This name
change is more than just symbolism. It
is a prelude to a fundamental shift in
the way we set our trading policies.

Madam Speaker, most-favored-nation
trading status is earned by our trading
partners. It is a reward for nations that
have policies we can support. It can be
denied to countries that do not con-
form, do not conform to our high
standards such as those with a record
of extreme human rights violations.

Changing the name is part of an ef-
fort to reduce the use of trade status as
a tool of diplomacy especially to com-
bat human rights abuses. If we change
the name to ‘““‘normal trade’’ relations,
the implication is that all countries
are entitled to this status.

The term ‘““most-favored-nation’ goes
back to the 18th century. It has been
used throughout the history of the
United States and by our trading part-
ners. It has worked well and should not
be changed.

When the Committee on Rules con-
sidered the rule, | offered a motion to
delete this section. Despite some sup-
port | received in the committee, and |
appreciate that support, my amend-
ment did fail.

I will not oppose the rule and risk de-
laying the legislation which is impor-
tant to the American people. However,
I remain opposed to the MFN provision
in the manner in which it is being
forced upon the House.

Madam Speaker, |
ance of my time.

Mr. DREIER. Madam Speaker, | have
no requests for time, and | reserve the
balance of my time.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Madam Speaker, |
yield 3 minutes to the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. PELOSI).

Ms. PELOSI. Madam Speaker, |
thank the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
HALL) for yielding this time to me. |
rise, unfortunately, | rise in opposition
to the rule on a bill that | had hoped to
come to the floor to support today, and
| do say | regretfully oppose this rule
for the following reason:

There has been a good deal of debate
about trade with China in this Con-
gress. But | really did not think we
would be having any today as the
President starts his trip. | have myself
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refrained from speaking on this floor
about that issue, as | say, while our
President is in China. But then | found
out that the Committee on Ways and
Means had sneaked this provision into
this bill. When | had spoken to mem-
bers of the committee, they said, ‘“No,
it’s not in there; I've read the entire
bill, it’s not in there.” But upon fur-
ther investigation it was learned that
changing the name of ‘“most favored
nation’ status to ‘““normal trade’ sta-
tus was put into this bill.

I can understand why my colleagues
would not want to face up to this, be-
cause it is not right, and they must be
ashamed of what they are doing or else
they would let this decision be faced by
this Congress standing on its own in
the full light of day. But, my col-
leagues, you can call it whatever we
want. It is not a rose, so | will not say
a rose by any other name is still a rose
because it is more like a thorn, a thorn
in the side of the American worker.

I have here the chart about the trade
deficits with the People’s Republic of
China, and if | continued this chart to
1998, my colleagues would see that in
the years of the Clinton administration
alone, by the end of 1998, the trade defi-
cit with China will be about a quarter
of a trillion dollars. That is not million
with an M, billion with a B, it is TR,
trillion dollars, and that trade deficit
continues to grow.

Our colleagues boast that China buys
nearly $13 billion from us, and that
that number has increased. At the
same time, the Chinese exports to the
United States have grown to $62 billion
for 1997, will be close to $80 billion for
1998, resulting in a trade deficit pro-
jected for 1998 of about over $63 billion.

In addition to the high tariffs which
block access to most products made in
America to the Chinese market, China
has engaged in other nontariff barriers
to our products. Let us talk about the
tariffs for a moment. And do not take
my word for it. This is the Foreign
Trade Barriers Report of the U.S.
Trade Representative’s Office. It is the
1998 National Trade Estimate Report,
and in it the trade rep says China re-
stricts imports through a variety of
means including high tariffs and taxes,
nontariff measures and limitations on
which enterprises can import, and
other barriers. For example, China has
used prohibitively high tariffs which in
late 1997 still reached as high as 100
percent on some motor vehicles.

In the interests of time | will not
read all of that, but just to conclude on
that point, | say that these nominal
high tariff rates to which China adds
applicable value-added taxes on some
goods, consumption taxes contribute to
inefficiencies in China’s economy pose
a major threat to U.S. commercial op-
portunities.

I would not be opposed to most fa-
vored-nation-status for China if China
extended it to the United States. In ad-
dition, in terms of service barriers,
while China has promised to liberalize
access, restrictive investment laws,
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lack of transparency and arbitrary ap-
plication of regulations and laws limit
U.S. service imports, exports and in-
vestments in China. My colleagues can
read for themselves more and more
about that in here.

Since Tiananmen Square in 1998, the
trade deficit has soared from $3 billion
at that time to a projected $63 billion
for 1998. It is important for our col-
leagues to note that because of these
high tariffs most products made in
America do not have access to the Chi-
nese market. Indeed, less than 2 per-
cent of our exports are allowed into the
Chinese market, while we import near-
ly over 35 percent of Chinese exports
into our market.

The list goes on and on about lack of
market access, violation of intellectual
property which continues (ask the soft-
ware industry), technology transfer,
production transfer, transshipment of
textile goods, and the use of forced
labor for export. The trade violations
alone would be enough to say that this
is not, call it what we want, a normal
trade relationship, and then when we
consider the leverage that we would
have with this huge trade deficit to im-
prove the human rights situation in
China and to stop the proliferation of
weapons of mass destruction, my col-
leagues can see that we are wasting an
opportunity.

Speaking of the President’s trip, one
of the commentators said, ‘“Well, when
the President goes there, we will see
that there’s more in China than repres-
sion.” Well, as long as repression is
there, we should use every tool at our
disposal to make sure that it does not
exist. If we are true to who we are as
Americans, the central core value of
promoting democratic values should be
central. It should be not only on the
table, it should be the table on which
other concerns rest.

And so | say with regret, ‘“Shame,
shame, shame that the Committee on
Ways and Means with the Committee
on Rules is sneaking this in so that
Members are forced to vote for some-
thing in the dark in the interests of
passing a bigger law.”

Mr. DREIER. Madam Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | might consume
to respond to the statement of my very
good friend from California (Ms.
PELOSI).

For starters, this was not secretively
stuck into this measure. It has been,
discussed frankly for years. There are
many people who for a long period of
time have said, “Why don’t we have
truth in advertising? Why is it that we
call something that is not in fact a fa-
vored nation status what it is: normal
trade relations?”’

So for years people have been advo-
cating this, and over the last several
weeks a number of individuals have
said, ‘*‘Gosh, as we proceed with the de-
bate on the traditional MFN issue
which will be coming up most likely
the week of July 20, a number of peo-
ple, Democrats and Republicans alike,
said, ‘“Why don’t we find an oppor-
tunity to finally establish normal
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trade relations and call them exactly
what they are?’ .

There are five countries that do not
enjoy what is now considered to be a
so-called most-favored-nation trading
status. They are Afghanistan, Cuba,
Laos, North Korea and Vietnam. It is
basically the rest of the world has this
kind of status, and we believe very
strongly that it is important for us to
do what we can to get our Western val-
ues into China.

Now my friend from San Francisco
very correctly talked about the imbal-
ance of trade with the People’s Repub-
lic of China that exists, and she is
right, there is an imbalance of trade.
But there are two points that | would
like to make as it relates to that. First
and foremost, she falls into that trap of
the neo-mercantilist view of trade,
that the only benefit for trade is ex-
ports; not recognizing that the stand-
ard of living in the United States of
America is as high as it is because the
world has access to our consumer mar-
ket.

And the second point that | think is
very important that needs to be made
here is the fact that as we have ob-
served job shifts, they have taken place
within the Pacific Rim. It is not this
flow of U.S. jobs that have been going
to China, as some would have us be-
lieve, but it has been the shift of jobs
from Singapore, Taiwan, Hong Kong,
South Korea and other countries with-
in the Pacific Rim.

As we have seen those shifts take
place, what has happened?
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We have been able to see the cost of
products coming into the United States
and going to the other parts of the
world come at a lower level. So it
seems to me all we are providing here
is truth in advertising by changing this
from “MFEN” to ‘“‘normal trade rela-
tions.” It is the right thing to do. Even
opponents of MFN in the past have told
me, “Why don’t you call it exactly
what it is?”’

So we are doing the right thing here,
and | urge my colleagues to support
both the rule and the conference report
when we proceed with it.

Madam Speaker, | reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Madam Speaker, |
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Madam Speaker, | would respond to
my friend, the gentleman from Califor-
nia (Mr. DREIER), in that | too am op-
posed to the changing of the name to
normal trade relations from most-fa-
vored-nation, because | do not really
think it is a normal trade situation.

| think it is a privilege to trade with
this country. It is what this country is
all about. It is what we stand for. We
stand for fairness, we stand for fighting
oppression. We stand for not only lov-
ing other people, but we also stand for
displeasure when a country does some-
thing that is very much what we think
is not only against the interests of our
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country, but against the interests of
all people.

For years, even from the 18th cen-
tury, we have spoken out about most-
favored-nation. That is a name that is
beyond symbolism. It carries the name
of the United States. It means our
country and what we stand for. It is a
connotation that is good and it is
right.

I remember when the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. WoLF) and the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. SMITH) and my-
self went to Romania several years
ago. The people in Romania, especially
the people that had been oppressed,
would press upon us as we spoke in
churches and different places, and they
would press notes all over us, put them
in our pockets, and when we got back
to our hotel at night, we would have 50,
60 notes of people telling us about tor-
ture and oppression, to please do some-
thing about it. Even then, under the
old regime of Romania, people under-
stood what most-favored-nation status
was all about.

When we came back, the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. WoLF), the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. SMITH)
and myself sponsored legislation to
take most-favored-nation away from
Romania because it was not normal
trade relations. It was something that
is very special.

It took us three years to fight that,
and we fought it on the floor. We fi-
nally succeeded, and a year later, a
year later, the country’s power, the
country’s government did fall. | cannot
say it was as a result of us taking
most-favored-nation away, but | think
it helped because it enabled us in this
country to speak out towards oppres-
sion, whether it be religious, political,
economic, whatever it would be.

Most-favored-nation is something we
have had for years in this country, and
it is something that both people that
are in favor and people that are not in
favor, dissidents all over the world
have come to understand what it
means. It is not normal. It is a privi-
lege, and we want to defend it. We be-
lieve in it, and that is why we are very
much against this change in the name.

Mr. DREIER. Madam Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Madam Speaker, | would simply say
that my colleague, the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. HALL), and | obviously share
the exact same goal. It is very clear
that those of us who believe in the
power of markets want to deal with the
horrendous repression that exists in
China and other parts of the world. It
is just that we believe passionately
that western values are best epito-
mized with the movement of free mar-
kets, and we believe that the best way
to undermine political repression is to
get those things in there. In fact, I
have concluded and said here time and
time again that trade promotes private
enterprise, which creates wealth, which
improves living standards, which un-
dermines political repression.

So | would just like the record to
show, Madam Speaker, that the gen-
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tleman from Ohio (Mr. HALL) and |
share the exact same goals. We obvi-
ously are approaching them in a slight-
ly different way.

Madam Speaker, | yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from San Diego, Califor-
nia (Mr. BILBRAY), my very good friend,
who is an expert on tax issues and is
very pleased with a provision that has
been incorporated in this conference
report dealing with the effective date
on the Tax Code.

Mr. BILBRAY. Madam Speaker, |
have to make an editorial note that
this issue of what is a most-favored-na-
tion status reminds me of the rest of
the ‘““Washington speak’. This is the
city where you can have a 7.5 percent
increase and they call it a cut; call
something a balanced budget that the
rest of America would not call a bal-
anced budget; and now we talk about
most-favored-nation relationship, and
it is a misnomer.

It is not about China or anything
else. | think we need to talk about is
Washington going to start speaking
plain English like the rest of us? The
most-favored-nation status to America
happens to be Canada and Mexico. That
is a fact of life. Some people may not
like it, some of us are concerned about
it, but | think the issue here about do
we speak plain English when we start
talking about our business in this
body, | think there is a good argument
of saying we should do it across the
board, not just with the trade issue.

But getting back to home, let us talk
about something near and dear to
Americans here in the United States,
and that is our tax structure, our Tax
Code.

Madam Speaker, | happen to own a
tax business and have owned a family
tax business for a while now. My wife
runs our tax business. | just got off the
phone with the young lady who runs
my business, my wife, and her com-
ment was this. “When you start talk-
ing taxes, you start talking thresholds,
will you please try to make it as sim-
ple as possible?”’

Why do Americans across this coun-
try have to go to people like my wife to
be able to get their taxes done? It is be-
cause Washington keeps making it
more complicated.

I want to praise this bill because it
finally is getting back to the basics.
Let us start with January 1 as being
the beginning of the year. What a radi-
cal concept. Finally we are getting a
message across that maybe Washington
should start living by the rules that ev-
erybody else lives by, and one of them
is January 1 should be the beginning of
the time for our tax year, as much as
possible.

| praise this bill and I want to reflect
the praise that my wife sends to this
Congress, of keep it simple when you
can. Let us make it January 1, the be-
ginning of the year. | want to thank
the Congress for doing that.

Also, let us say this is the beginning
of doing other things, of making the
entire Tax Code simpler.
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Mr. HALL of Ohio. Madam Speaker, |
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from California (Mrs. CAPPS).

Mrs. CAPPS. Madam Speaker, |
thank the gentleman for yielding me
time.

Madam Speaker, | rise to support
this rule and this bill which will finally
bring reform to the Internal Revenue
System.

In my recent campaign | spoke about
taxes with thousands of residents of
the central coast of California. They
told me three things: First, get the IRS
off the backs of innocent taxpayers;
second, simplify the Tax Code; and,
third, please let us keep a little more
of our hard-earned money in our pock-
ets.

This important bill does all three. No
longer will American taxpayers be con-
sidered guilty until proven innocent.
The capital gains tax has been sim-
plified, which will bring welcome relief
to everyone who has struggled with
this complicated new Schedule D form,
and the capital gains provision will
allow working families to use more of
their investment income for important
needs like retirement or college edu-
cation.

This is a good bill. It is long overdue.
I urge my colleagues to support the
IRS Restructuring and Reform Act.

Mr. DREIER. Madam Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Madam Speaker, | rise simply to as-
sociate myself with the very eloquent
words of my very dear friend, the gen-
tlewoman from Santa Barbara, Califor-
nia (Mrs. CAPPS).

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Madam Speaker, |
yield two minutes to the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. ROTHMAN).

(Mr. ROTHMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ROTHMAN. Madam Speaker, |
am pleased to see that we are finally
taking up passage of legislation de-
signed to rein in the IRS. We have all
heard the stories about the worst IRS
nightmares in the Nation, people com-
mitting suicide, families going bank-
rupt and losing their small businesses.
Last October | walked door-to-door and
business-to-business in my district and
heard from taxpayers about their own
battles with the IRS.

The IRS has an extremely important
job to do, but today we are making
their job a little bit easier, and we are
making the IRS a more fair, more effi-
cient, and more taxpayer-friendly
agency. But my friends, this bill is
only the beginning. Next we must re-
peal the marriage penalty, which pun-
ishes two-income married couples. A
married couple pays more in income
taxes than if they were unmarried.
This is simply unfair and sends the
wrong message about the importance
of families in our country. We must re-
peal the marriage penalty now.

Finally, we must also make our Tax
Code much simpler. Anyone who has
spent long hours huddled over their
1040 with broken pencils and piles of

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

frustration knows that our tax system
today is simply too complicated. We
must simplify the Tax Code so that the
average American does not need a
Ph.D. in accounting to complete his or
her taxes.

I urge support for this first step in
IRS reform.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Madam Speaker, |
have no further requests for time, and
| yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. DREIER. Madam Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Madam Speaker, | rise to simply en-
courage my colleagues to support this
rule. It is a very fair and balanced rule.
It will finally bring about much needed
reform of the Internal Revenue Serv-
ice, which the American people are des-
perately seeking. It will provide truth
in advertising by finally taking that
MFN moniker and changing it to what
it is, normal trade relations. | hope we
can pass this overwhelmingly.

Of course, it will bring the very, very
important end to that horrendous 18-
month holding period on capital gains,
which cannot be forgotten. | know my
friend in the Chair was a cosponsor of
H.R. 14 to cut that top rate on capital
gains, and we are hoping to go further
with that, but this is a very good first
step.

Madam Speaker, | yield back the bal-
ance of my time, and | move the pre-
vious question on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
EMERSON). The question is on the reso-
lution.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 4104, TREASURY AND
GENERAL GOVERNMENT APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, 1999

Mr. MCINNIS. Madam Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, |
call up House Resolution 485 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 485

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 1(b) of rule XXIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 4104) making
appropriations for the Treasury Department,
the United States Postal Service, the Execu-
tive Office of the President, and certain
Independent Agencies, for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 1999, and for other pur-
poses. The first reading of the bill shall be
dispensed with. Points of order against con-
sideration of the bill for failure to comply
with clause 2(1)(6) of rule Xl or clause 7 of
rule XXI are waived. General debate shall be
confined to the bill and shall not exceed one
hour equally divided and controlled by the
chairman and ranking minority member of
the Committee on Appropriations. After gen-
eral debate the bill shall be considered for
amendment under the five-minute rule. The
amendments printed in part 1 of the report
of the Committee on Rules accompanying
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this resolution shall be considered as adopt-
ed in the House and in the Committee of the
Whole. Points of order against provisions in
the bill, as amended, for failure to comply
with clause 2 or 6 of rule XXI are waived ex-
cept as follows: page 104, line 14, through
page 106, line 12. The amendments printed in
part 2 of the report of the Committee on
Rules may be offered only by a Member des-
ignated in the report and only at the appro-
priate point in the reading of the bill, shall
be considered as read, shall be debatable for
the time specified in the report equally di-
vided and controlled by the proponent and an
opponent, shall not be subject to amend-
ment, and shall not be subject to a demand
for division of the question in the House or
in the Committee of the Whole. All points of
order against the amendments printed in the
report are waived. During consideration of
the bill for further amendment, the Chair-
man of the Committee of the Whole may ac-
cord priority in recognition on the basis of
whether the Member offering an amendment
has caused it to be printed in the portion of
the Congressional Record designated for that
purpose in clause 6 of rule XXIIl. Amend-
ments so printed shall be considered as read.
The chairman of the Committee of the Whole
may: (1) postpone until a time during further
consideration in the Committee of the Whole
a request for a recorded vote on any amend-
ment; and (2) reduce to five minutes the min-
imum time for electronic voting on any post-
poned question that follows another elec-
tronic vote without intervening business,
provided that the minimum time for elec-
tronic voting on the first in any series of
questions shall be 15 minutes. At the conclu-
sion of consideration of the bill for amend-
ment the Committee shall rise and report
the bill, as amended, to the House with such
amendments as may have been adopted. The
previous question shall be considered as or-
dered on the bill and amendments thereto to
final passage without intervening motion ex-
cept one motion to recommit with or with-
out instructions.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
EMERSON). The gentleman from Colo-
rado (Mr. McINNIS) is recognized for 1
hour.

Mr. MCINNIS. Madam Speaker, for
purposes of debate only, | yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentlewoman
from New York (Ms. SLAUGHTER), pend-
ing which | yield myself such time as |
may consume. During the consider-
ation of this resolution, all time yield-
ed is for purposes of debate only.

Madam Speaker, this is an open rule
that waives points of order against
consideration of the bill for failing to
comply with clause 2(1)6 of rule XI re-
quiring a 3-day layover of the commit-
tee report, or clause 7 of rule XXI, re-
quiring printed hearings and reports to
be available for 3 days prior to the con-
sideration of general appropriation
bills.

House Resolution 485 provides for 1
hour of general debate, equally divided
between the chairman and ranking
member of the Committee on Appro-
priations.

Madam Speaker, House Resolution
485 also provides that the amendments
printed in part 1 of the report of the
Committee on Rules accompanying the
resolution be considered as adopted in
the House and in the Committee of the
Whole House.
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House Resolution 485 waives points of
order against provisions in the bill, as
amended, which do not comply with
clause 2 of rule XXI prohibiting unau-
thorized or legislative appropriations
in a general appropriations bill, and
clause 6 of rule XXI, prohibiting reap-
propriations in a general appropria-
tions bill, except as specified by the
rule.

Additionally, Madam Speaker, House
Resolution 485 waives all points of
order against the amendments printed
in part 2 of the Committee on Rules re-
port, and provides that such amend-
ments shall be offered only by a Mem-
ber designated in the report, shall be
considered as read, shall be debatable
for the time period specified in the re-
port, equally divided and controlled by
a proponent and an opponent, shall not
be subject to amendment, and shall not
be subject to a demand for a division of
the question.

Furthermore, this rule provides for
priority in recognition for those
amendments that are preprinted in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, and provides
that the chairman of the Committee of
the Whole may postpone recorded votes
on any amendment and that the chair-
man may reduce voting time on post-
poned questions to 5 minutes, provided
that the voting time on the first in a
series of questions is not less than 15
minutes.

Finally, the rule provides for one mo-
tion to recommit with or without in-
structions. At the conclusion of the
consideration of the bill for amend-
ment, the committee shall rise and re-
port the bill to the House with such
amendments as may have been adopt-
ed.

Finally, Madam Speaker, the rule
provides 1 motion to recommit, with or
without instructions. This rule was re-
ported out by the Committee on Rules
by voice vote.

Madam Speaker, the underlying leg-
islation, which makes the appropria-
tions for the Treasury Department, the
United States Postal Service, the Exec-
utive Office of the President, and cer-
tain Independent Agencies for fiscal
year 1999, is important legislation.

Nearly 90 percent of the activities
funded under this bill are devoted to
the salaries and expenses of approxi-
mately 163,000 employees who are re-
sponsible for administering programs
such as drug interdiction, presidential
protection, violent crime reduction,
and Federal financial management.

Additionally, H.R. 4104 provides $1.8
billion for drug-related activities, in-
cluding a $195 million national media
campaign targeting youth drug use,
and doubles the funding for the Drug-
Free Communities Act of 1997. | en-
courage my colleagues to support the
rule and the underlying legislation.

Madam Speaker, | reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Madam Speaker, |
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Madam Speaker, | reluctantly oppose
this rule, because | would like to sup-
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port it very much. It is an open rule,
and it gives all Members of the House
an opportunity to offer amendments
that are germane and otherwise in
compliance with House rules.

I also think that the underlying bill,
for the most part, is fair and worthy of
support. It provides $13.2 billion in dis-
cretionary budget authority, which is a
slight increase from last year’s bill. It
funds most programs at the levels re-
quested, levels that will adequately
support the programs and services cov-
ered by the bill.

But one major exception, however, is
the Federal Election Commission,
which is funded significantly below the
level necessary for the FEC to do its
job properly and effectively. Further-
more, authorizing language imposing
term limits for the Commission’s staff
director and general counsel will also
hamstring the FEC’s ability to do its
work in a fair and impartial manner.

The rule protects from a point of
order critical legislative language to
implement a new, fair, and reasonable
pay system to adequately compensate
Federal firefighters for overtime. Such
a provision is necessary because of the
unique and unusual pay system for
these brave men and women. Cur-
rently, there is a pay inequity between
the Federal firefighters and their mu-
nicipal and civil service counterparts.

| strongly support this language and
its protection in the rule. The measure
has 153 bipartisan cosponsors, and is
supported by the administration. We
are currently experiencing devastating
fires in Florida, and must ensure that
those who risk their lives fighting fires
are compensated fairly for their brave
efforts.

I am disappointed that the rule did
not protect from a point of order an-
other provision in the bill to address a
pay problem for Federal employees. We
passed a bill to create a fairer pay sys-
tem by a margin of 383 to 30, and Presi-
dent Bush signed it into law in 1990.
Unfortunately, the bill lacked a defini-
tion of what constitutes an economic
crisis, and without that definition, the
new system will not be implemented.

Language in this bill would fix the
problem, but unfortunately, the rule
does not protect the language from a
point of order. It is regrettable that ef-
forts to reform Federal employees’ pay
continues to be ignored.

The bill contains and the rule pro-
tects a provision requiring all Federal
health plans to provide prescription
contraceptive coverage to Federal
workers. Certainly anyone interested
in reducing unintended pregnancies
should support that language.

Having said all that, Madam Speak-
er, | would like to take a minute to ad-
dress my concern with the rule and
why | must oppose it. The bill reported
out of the Committee on Appropria-
tions contained $2.25 billion to deal
with an enormous computer problem
that threatens to bring the country’s
computers to a halt when the
campagne corks pop for the year 2000.
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It is called Y2K, in the popular lan-
guage, which is a small name for what
is going to be a huge problem.

If left unchecked, this could result in
major chaos and confusion throughout
the country, ranging from serious
threats to our national security, a
crash in the stock market, failure of
our Air Traffic Control system, and the
inability to process Social Security
checks, or any others, on time. And if
it is not fixed on time, the two places
I am told not to be are on an airplane
or a patient in a hospital at midnight,
December 31, 1999.

Experts on the so-called ‘“‘millennium
bug’ have been warning us for years
about this impending doom, and they
have worked hard to warn the public,
but they are frustrated by the lack of a
timely response. It is up to us in Con-
gress to step up to the plate and make
certain that this matter gets the atten-
tion and financial support that it des-
perately needs. That is why we are
elected, to take responsibility for the
well-being of our people and our Na-
tion.

The Committee on Appropriations, to
their credit, did just this by putting
emergency funding in this bill and the
defense bill for the Y2K situation. But
my Republican colleagues have decided
that this can wait. They have decided
to remove the emergency funds from
both these bills.

This has the potential to be a crisis
of major proportions, and it will not go
away. We are wasting precious time
with our finger-pointing and partisan
squabbling. We need to get money in
the pipeline immediately to begin ad-
dressing this extraordinarily complex
and dangerous situation.

They said, we will do it later in an-
other bill, but we do not see another
bill on the schedule to address this
major problem. After the House fin-
ishes its business today, we will ad-
journ for a 2-week recess.

Madam Speaker, | do not know do
not know a lot about computers, but I
do get the feeling that we do not have
a lot of time to fix this problem. Every
day we lose attempting to address the
situation counts dearly. We are playing
with fire by not dealing with the Y2K
matter immediately.

I hope for all of our sakes that our
colleagues are genuine in their promise
to make this a top priority. This
should not be a political issue, because
we are failing in our duty to our con-
stituents and our Nation if we do not
act responsibly and take action imme-
diately. It is far too important, not
just in our country but worldwide as
well. We must act now.

Because of this self-executing provi-
sion to remove this critical funding, |
must oppose this rule, and | urge Mem-
bers to join me in voting no on the
rule.

Madam Speaker, |
ance of my time.

Mr. MCINNIS. Madam Speaker, |
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

reserve the bal-
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Madam Speaker, | would just note at
the very beginning of this conversation
on the rule that my colleague, the gen-
tlewoman from New York, makes the
statement that this Y2K problem
should not be political, but preceding
that statement, the three paragraphs
before, it was 100 percent political.

So | ask her, do not make the kind of
statement that this should not be po-
litical when the gentlewoman talks
like that. She is trying to make it po-
litical. The fact is, the money is going
to be there. We are going to appro-
priate the money. | will make it politi-
cal: The administration should have
been addressing this a year and a half
ago. They have not been doing it, and
now the bell is beginning to toll. We re-
alize we have a problem there.

Madam Speaker, | yield such time as
he may consume to my good friend, the
gentleman from the State of Louisiana
(Mr. LIVINGSTON), the chairman of the
Committee on Appropriations.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Madam Speaker, |
thank my friend from Colorado. On ex-
actly that note, | just happened to
walk in here and hear some phenome-
nal statements.

The fact is that this Congress is fac-
ing up to the funding demands for the
Y2K problem. We are in the process of
providing appropriations for them,
even though, and | want to stress this,
even though the administration has
not requested enough money for the
Y2K problem. We have been telling
them, look, it is a big problem, for a
long time. OMB, the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget, has basically ignored
it. They have taken the attitude, oh,
we will worry about it manana; it is
some ephemeral thing, let the Wizard
of Oz take care of it.

We cannot afford to do that anymore.
The fact is, the administration has not
been realistic. The Vice President, Vice
President GORE, has been the head of
technology, the guru of technology, for
the last 5 to 7 years, and has not paid
a bit of attention to Y2K. Somebody
walked up to him recently and said,
what about Y2K? And he said, ‘I don’t
do Y2K,” because it is too complex, evi-
dently.

All 1 will say, we do not have a re-
quest from the President within his
budget for any money to handle the
emergencies that this Congress is going
to have to handle within the coming
months for Y2K, but we are going to
step up to the plate, anyway. We are
doing that within the appropriations
process. | appreciate the gentleman
yielding me the time.

Mr. MCINNIS. Madam Speaker, |
yield myself such time as | may con-
sume.

Madam Speaker, | appreciate what
the gentleman has had to say. We
should know that while they have not
asked for that, the Vice President has
been very busy preparing for his tele-
phone tax, the Gore tax, which goes in
effect here in just a couple of days. |
hope the consumers out there note
that.
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Madam Speaker, | reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Madam Speaker, |
yield 7 minutes to the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. HOYER).

Mr. HOYER. Madam Speaker, |
thank the gentlewoman for yielding
time to me.

Madam Speaker, | want to first of all
respond to my chairman and my friend,
the gentleman from Louisiana (Mr.
LIVINGSTON), as well as to the gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. MCINNIS).

The fact of the matter is that this
administration did make a request that
over $1 billion specifically be included
in a $3.5 billion emergency request for
Bosnia and for Y2K, so the representa-
tion that this administration did not
address it is simply wrong. | hope it is
wrong because of a lack of information,
as opposed to an intent to mislead. |
am sure the latter is not true. But it is
nevertheless wrong. This administra-
tion has addressed this problem.

Now, as the private sector has experi-
enced, the Federal Government has
also experienced an emergency situa-
tion, an emergency that both in the
public and private sector has grown ex-
ponentially, where the private sector,
like the public sector, has experienced
a growing scope of the problem and a
growing expense to solving the prob-
lem.

There is no option to solving the
problem, period. As has been said, no
one wants to be on an airplane when
FAA’s computers decide that they can-
not function because they have not
contemplated the change of centuries.

I will tell the Members, Mr. Speaker,
previous administrations and this ad-
ministration have purchased a lot of
information technology, as the private
sector has purchased information tech-
nology, that does not contemplate the
change of century. This is a great sur-
prise to all of us, of course, that the
century is changing.

But having said that, there is a rea-
sonable explanation, of course. There
was, in my opinion, a pennywise and
pound-foolish, perhaps, judgment that
was made in previous administrations,
and as recently, perhaps, as this ad-
ministration, which purchased tech-
nology which did not contemplate this
change, knowing full well that there
was absolutely no alternative but to
solve this problem.

There is a lot of protestation on that
side of the aisle, but in point of fact,
the distinguished chairman of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations went to the
Speaker and it was agreed, it was
agreed between the Speaker and the
chairman of the Committee on Appro-
priations, to do exactly what this com-
mittee recommended, to do exactly
what the Committee on National Secu-
rity yesterday had recommended, and
that the gentleman from Pennsylvania
(Mr. MURTHA) talked about. That was
to fund a solution to this emergency,
unavoidable expenditure that confronts
us.
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And so the gentleman from Louisiana
(Mr. LIVINGSTON), chairman of the
Committee on Appropriations, in con-
versation with the Speaker, agreed to
recommend this. And the Republicans
and Democrats in the Committee on
Appropriations voted these bills out.

But lo and behold, there are some
who would say, no, this is not an emer-
gency, we will wait; just like with the
BESTEA bill, that we are going to fund
this at a later date. Ways and means to
be announced. Vote with us now on
faith.

Madam Speaker, we ought not to do
that. We ought to reject this rule and
we ought to go back to the drawing
board. And, frankly, the Speaker and
the chairman of the committee ought
to again come to their conference and
say the responsible thing to do is to
make sure that we solve this problem,
that we confront it honestly and we do
it now. Now, if at some point in time
later we want to fund that, we can do
it. Nothing precludes that. The only
thing that we are doing now is delaying
the decision. We should not do that.

Madam Speaker, | regret that. And |
want to say that the gentleman from
Arizona (Mr. KoLBE), chairman of my
subcommittee, and | agree on this. He
believed this ought to be. | did not put
it in. We do not have the votes on my
subcommittee to put this in. It is 7-to-
4 when we vote from a partisan stand-
point and there was no dispute in the
subcommittee, either from the seven
Republicans or the four Democrats.

So | lament the fact that there has
been some change because some Mem-
bers of the Republican Conference felt
this was not the way they wanted to
proceed. That was not reflective of the
Republican leadership of the Commit-
tee on Appropriations, nor for a period
of time, at least, reflective of the Re-
publican leadership of this House, in-
cluding the Speaker.

Madam Speaker, | may speak at
some greater length as well on this
rule, because it is not just the Y2K
problem that 1 think is unfortunate.
And | want to say to the gentleman
from Colorado (Mr. MCINNIS), | do not
think the Committee on Rules made
this determination, and | understand
that as well.

Not that he would have disagreed
with the solution that was effected; |
do not mean to imply that. But | un-
derstand this decision was made by the
leadership and not per se by the Com-
mittee on Rules, although the Commit-
tee on Rules obviously implemented in
its rule that decision. So | do not quar-
rel with the Committee on Rules. |
want to make that clear. What | quar-
rel with is the decision having been
made to retreat from responsibly and
immediately confronting this emer-
gency situation.

Madam Speaker, 1 may also at some
future time talk about the rule itself. |
think, unfortunately, the rule did not
do some of the things | think it should
have. Other Members will discuss that,
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and perhaps in concluding a couple of
minute remarks | will discuss those
items as well.

Mr. MCINNIS. Madam Speaker, |
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from
Kansas (Mr. TIAHRT).

(Mr. TIAHRT asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. TIAHRT. Madam Speaker, |
thank the gentleman from Colorado
(Mr. McINNIS) for the generous amount
of time he has yielded to me.

Madam Speaker, | want to rise today
to support the rule and also to speak
briefly about an amendment that | will
offer to strike an amendment that was
brought up in the full Committee on
Appropriations last week and passed by
a very narrow margin, a 28-to-26 vote.

The result of this amendment is that
we are going to impose a Federal man-
date on all insurance companies that
contract with the Federal Employees
Health Benefits. This Federal mandate
that is now going to be imposed on
health care coverage will cover all pre-
scription contraceptive devices that
are FDA approved.

This coverage is already available as
an option for health care coverage for
government workers, but today this
bill mandates coverage which includes
the following FDA approved drugs and
devices: The pill, diaphragm, 1UDs,
Norplant, Depo-Provera and the Morn-
ing-After abortion bill. And some day
it could include the latest abortion
pill, RU-486.

Madam Speaker, it is important that
Members understand that my amend-
ment will not deny any Federal em-
ployee the opportunity to receive a full
range of contraceptive devices cur-
rently allowed by the FDA. All my
amendment will do is allow the Federal
employees to continue the freedom
that they now enjoy to choose the type
of coverage that best meets their fami-
ly’s needs.

According to the Office of Personnel
Management, every health care pro-
vider for Federal employees currently
provides full prescription coverage for
the pill, the predominant method of
choice for women of childbearing age
in this country. Furthermore, over 75
percent of all Federal employees cur-
rently have coverage which includes all
FDA approved methods.

The only health care plans which spe-
cifically do not cover any contracep-
tive devices are Catholic health care
plans, which are formed for that spe-
cific purpose for reasons of conscience.
In other words, 10 percent of the Fed-
eral employees who do not have contra-
ceptive coverage do so by choice. So,
ironically, those who demand freedom
of choice have, through this language,
limited the choice through the current
language.

Under the language the Catholic Fed-
eral employees will no longer have a
choice. Instead, Catholics and others
will be forced to choose between receiv-
ing no health care benefits or health
care insurance or belong to a plan
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which provides services which they be-
lieve are wrong.

This past Monday, The Washington
Post reported incorrectly that the CBO
had determined that this Federal man-
date would not cost additional Federal
funds. However, the CBO has reversed
their decision and has determined that
there will be costs associated with this

new mandate. Once again we learn
there is no free lunch.
Madam Speaker, when this bill

comes to the floor, we will hear advo-
cates of this provision argue that this
mandate is about providing ‘‘parity be-
tween the coverage of family planning
services and the coverages of other
types of basic medical care in private
insurance policies.” Yet by their very
nature, we know that contraceptives
are elective and not medically nec-
essary. This is what choice and free-
dom is all about, allowing the con-
sumer to choose the health plan that
best serves their needs.

We will also hear the proponents say
that this mandate is about a woman’s
right to choose. Unfortunately, this
mandate has nothing to do about
choice and everything to do about forc-
ing Federal employees to pay for serv-
ices they may not need or want, with
the result being higher priced health
insurance for every Federal employee.

The bottom line is this mandate lim-
its consumer choice. It provides noth-
ing that is not already available to
every Federal employee. If we adopt
this provision and vote down my
amendment, Congress will be saying to
Federal employees, ‘“We know what
you want, and we know what you need,
and you have no choice because we are
going to provide it to you.” And,
Madam Speaker, the American public
is going to get stuck with the bill, as
are Federal workers.

In addition to the CBO stating that
this is a mandate that will cost addi-
tional money, so has the Health Insur-
ance Association of America in a letter
to the gentleman from New York
(Chairman SOLOMON).

Madam Speaker, | have listed reasons
why we should support my amendment,
and regrettably what we have is lan-
guage that says there is one size that
fits all. It is a Federal mandate.

I would also like to recognize in clos-
ing that this provision was legislation
on an appropriations bill, which goes
against our normal rules and it is not
supported by the proper authorizing
committee.

Mr. McINNIS. Madam Speaker, | re-
serve the balance of my time.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Madam Speaker, |
yield 7 minutes to the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY).

Mr. OBEY. Madam Speaker, | think
we have a serious problem facing us in
this House. | see frankly what appears
to be the politics of intimidation being
practiced on a broad scale.

First of all, we have seen the major-
ity leadership try to intimidate the
Congressional Budget Office into bend-
ing their numbers so that their budget
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estimates more neatly fit the political
desires of the Republican majority in
the Congress. That controversy is well-
known. It has been reported in the
newspapers.

We also have the politics of intimida-
tion being practiced against the Fed-
eral Election Commission. We have the
majority party trying to turn the Fed-
eral Election Commission, which is
supposed to be the watchdog that keeps
every politician honest, what they are
trying to do in this bill is to say to the
legal counsel of the commission, “If
you are not careful, if you do not soft
pedal what you are doing, if you do not
play kissy-face with both parties, then
one party is going to be able to block
you from reappointment.”

That is going to turn the Federal
Election Commission into being even a
less effective defender of the public in-
terest than it is today.

Then we have an effort to intimidate
the General Accounting Office. There
was an amendment that a number of
Members on that side of the aisle
sought to have made in order to change
the appointment of the Comptroller
General from the President, where it
has traditionally been, to the Congress,
again because they wanted to send a
message to the GAO that they did not
like some of the investigations that
the GAO was conducting.

Madam Speaker, now we have seen
the Republicans who know the most
about this computer problem, the Re-
publicans on the Committee on Appro-
priations, the Republicans who are sup-
posed to know the most about this
problem, we have seen them bring to
the House their recommendation that
we include in the Defense bill and in
the Treasury-Post Office bill the
money that is needed so that this coun-
try does not have a range of super
problems when our computers go out in
the year 2000 and shut down our ability
to send Social Security checks, shut
down our ability to make certain this
country is adequately defended mili-
tarily.

Yet what is happening? Now what is
happening is, on the Defense bill yes-
terday and on this bill today, we now
have a new call by the Republican lead-
ership which says, ‘“Take the money
out, boys.” And we do not see a single
Republican who took the action that
was necessary in the first place now
coming to the floor to defend their
original actions, and wonder why.

And then | notice an article in Roll
Call which says, in the June 22 edition,
quote, ‘“House Speaker Newt Gingrich
was one of the first Republicans to sign
a petition demanding that the congres-
sional Republicans punish high-rank-
ing GOP Members who team with
Democrats on certain votes.”’

Now that sounds like intimidation to
me. | am wondering whether that does
not in fact explain why many of the
Republicans who are the most knowl-
edgeable on this issue, and know that
this money ought to be in this bill to
solve this computer problem, I am won-
dering if that does not explain why
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they are not coming here to the floor.
I am wondering whether the thought
police in this town are winning the ar-
gument once again.

The fact is this is the most serious
mechanical problem faced by the gov-
ernment. |1 do not want to be around
when Russians watching their comput-
ers in the year 2000 see their computers
go blank and wonder whether America
was responsible. | want to know wheth-
er they are going to understand that
this is simply because of a computer
accident. And | want them not to be-
lieve that somehow there is some game
going on that requires them to urge
that somebody push some buttons.

Madam Speaker, this is a very seri-
ous problem for our defense posture. It
is a very serious problem for every per-
son in America who expects the FAA to
be able to regulate air traffic.

O 1145

I, for the life of me, cannot see why
this money is being taken out of this
bill.

Some Members say: “‘well, it ought
to be offset.” | think it is the height of
arrogance for Members of Congress to
assume that God ought to have to com-
ply with the budget process. There are
going to be natural disasters that are
emergencies, whether Republican or
Democratic Members of Congress like
it or not. And there are going to be
other actions that are taken, such as
computer companies screwing up com-
puters which they sell to the govern-
ment, which require us to take action
without following the niceties of the
Budget Act.

With all due respect, the nice, neat,
green eyeshade accounting principles
that govern the budget process are not
nearly as important to this country as
knowing that we can deliver quality
service, deliver people’s Social Secu-
rity checks on time, protect the mili-
tary interests of the United States ef-
fectively and do all the other things
the government is supposed to do with
the aid of these technological ma-
chines.

I think the gentleman from Maryland
is exactly right. This rule is wrong. It
ought to be defeated.

There are a number of things in the
rule that | think are reasonable, but
this is certainly not one of them. If we
are interested in solving problems
rather than having more political pos-
turing, we will vote this rule down and
allow the Republican majority on the
Committee on Appropriations, who did
the right thing the first time, to do
what they know is right.

Mr. MCINNIS. Madam Speaker, |
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

| should point out to the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY), who has
probably the most partisan remarks we
have heard yet this morning, not out of
habit, but, again, we are trying to pass
this open rule on a nonpartisan basis,
and we protected one of the gentle-
man’s amendments. He fails to men-
tion that.
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Second of all, anytime someone
seems to question the position of the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY),
it seems to elevate itself from a ques-
tion to a level of intimidation. It is not
intimidation. It is part of the checks
and balances. Members ought to ask
questions around here. He is not im-
mune from those kind of questions.

Madam Speaker, | yield 6 minutes to
the gentleman from Arizona (Mr.
KOLBE), who is our in-house expert who
can talk with some substance about
the Y2K problem.

Mr. KOLBE. Madam Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for yielding me the
time.

I want to say that I rise in support of
this Rule, open rule for the consider-
ation of H.R. 4104, which is the fiscal
year 1999 Treasury and general govern-
ment appropriations bill.

I want to pay tribute to the Commit-
tee on Rules for crafting a Rule that |
think is fair to everyone. | want to pay
tribute to my ranking member, the
gentleman from Maryland (Mr. HOYER)
for the good work that he has done on
the bill, and I will have more to say on
that when we come to the consider-
ation of the legislation.

I listened with interest to the debate
that we had on the Rule yesterday on
the National Security appropriations
bill, and | have listened today to the
debate that we have had, particularly
the remarks of the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY).

With all due respect to my colleagues
on the other side of the aisle, | think
they have the facts wrong here. The
rhetoric is nothing more than an at-
tempt to shift the blame for the wvul-
nerable state of the Federal computer
systems and put it in the laps of the
Republican Congress. | think that if
there is blame, and | think there is
some, | think it rests very clearly with
the Administration.

Let us be clear about this. Our bill
included $2.25 billion for the unantici-
pated emergency requirements of en-
suring Federal information technology
systems will be compliant with the re-
quirements of the Year 2000. By the
rule, that will be taken out. The fact
that it is going to move in a separate
vehicle, in my opinion, is really a
nonissue. The money is going to get to
the Federal agencies. It is going to get
there in a timely fashion. There is no
one on either side of the aisle that does
not understand that we have to have
the money to make sure our Federal
agencies are ready—whether we are
talking about defense with its mission-
critical issues, or whether we are talk-
ing about the FAA with its mission-
critical issues, or whether we are talk-
ing about the Social Security Adminis-
tration and the Financial Management
Administration to make sure that the
checks go out on time and the bills get
paid on time, or whether we are talk-
ing about something as simple as the
Congress to make sure the elevators
move on January 1, 2000. We all under-
stand that we have to do this. We are
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going to make sure that the money is
there.

The fact is, the Administration has
consistently low-balled the true costs
of the fiscal year 2000 efforts. In May of
1997, the Administration told us it
would cost $2.8 billion governmentwide
to make Federal information systems
compliant for the year 2000. The esti-
mate has been rapidly going up. They
now tell us it is going to cost $5 billion.
The reality is the Administration does
not really know how much it will cost.
And that may be fair. We do not really
know. But they have not been aggres-
sive enough, in my opinion, in their
oversight. And that is part of the rea-
son we do not know the cost; they have
not been aggressive enough in their as-
sessment of agency progress on this
issue.

Governmentwide, the Administration
has requested only $1.3 billion in fiscal
year 1999 for the Y2K issue. They are
asking agencies to absorb the cost
within their regular appropriations.
Now we are told that $1.3 billion just is
not going to cut it. We know that the
Department of Treasury is working on
a budget amendment and anticipates
that they will need an additional $100
million. | know that because Treasury
comes under the purview of my sub-
committee.

For the Department of Treasury, the
Administration has been asking for
Y2K money bit by bit; the fiscal year
1998 supplemental included $174 mil-
lion. This was on top of the $419 million
made available through the regular ap-
propriation bill.

The Administration has displayed
what | think is a real lack of urgency
and attention to this issue. This should
not be a partisan issue. | do not intend
to make it a partisan issue. | want to
knock somebody over the head to get
their attention down there and make
sure that we are giving this issue the
kind of attention that it needs. It is
not being given the attention that it
needs.

Up until the appointment of a Y2K
coordinator in February of this year, 22
months prior to the time that the drop-
dead date occurs, there has been no
centralized Federal management struc-
ture in place to coordinate policy and
oversight across agencies. There has
been no coordinated management of
this issue despite the fact that some
agencies, going back as far as the So-
cial Security Administration in 1989,
recognized the seriousness of this prob-
lem and began to put some effort in to
addressing it. But there has been no
centralized, no coordinated effort.
There will be other speakers who can
speak even more directly to this, such
as the gentlewoman from Maryland
(Mrs. MORELLA) who has been very en-
gaged in the oversight of this critical
issue.

Mr. Speaker, the fact is, Republicans
have acknowledged that Y2K is a true
emergency. We are being up front. We
are declaring it just as that. We are
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going to put it into a supplemental ap-
propriations bill. And whether we off-
set it or whether we do not offset it is
a decision that can be made by this
body and by the Senate at a later time.
There are those who will argue it ought
to be offset, that agencies should have
seen this coming. They should have
provided enough contingency funding
for this. They should reduce other
things. There are others who say this is
a one-time shot, it is a true emergency,
and it really should be paid for with
the budget surplus.

There are good arguments on both
sides. That is something that this body
can debate and we can decide upon. But
it is appropriate that we do it in a sup-
plemental appropriation bill.

So we are not going to appropriate
the money bit by bit. We need to pro-
vide this money up front and make it
available as soon as possible. That
means it has to be made available at
the beginning of the next fiscal year. |
believe that is the responsible way to
proceed, and | believe that putting it
into a separate supplemental emer-
gency appropriation bill is the right
way to go.

I support this rule which in every
other way. | think, it meets the needs
of all the Members on both sides of the
aisle in terms of protecting legislative
items that are in H.R. 4104 and giving
opportunities to offer amendments.

| support this rule.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Madam Speaker, |
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY), ranking member
on the Committee on Appropriations.

Mr. OBEY. Madam Speaker, let us
talk about who is being partisan.

The fact is that when there was a
vote in the committee to take this
money out, 16 Republicans correctly
voted against it, a majority. We are
simply asking that we stick to that po-
sition on this vote.

Secondly, | would point out, if you
want to attack the administration, if
you look at their budget on page 253,
you will see that in addition to the $1.2
billion which the administration asked
for on an agency-by-agency basis to
deal with this problem, the administra-
tion also has $3.25 billion set aside for
contingencies, a major piece of which
was supposed to be to deal with addi-
tional computer problems.

I would point out that also the sub-
committee, the leadership of the gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. KOLBE) cut
$400 million from the specific agencies
in his bill because he was going to be
providing the $2.5 billion in another
way. Now you are going to have both of
those numbers gone. That leaves this
country naked in dealing with this
problem.

Mr. MCINNIS. Madam Speaker, |
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Alabama (Mr. CALLAHAN).

(Mr. CALLAHAN asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. CALLAHAN. Madam Speaker, |
rise in support of the rule.
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My intention today is not to in any
way delay the implementation of this
rule, because it is a good rule, and we
should adopt it to get to the issue.
However, | want to fire a warning shot
across the bow of this bill because if,
indeed, Customs does not do their stat-
utory requirement, and that is exercise
the law on the Canadian softwood lum-
ber agreement, | intend to solicit the
assistance of the Forestry 2000 Task
Force members, which there are over
100 of us in this Congress, to vote
against the final passage of this bill
unless Customs does what they are sup-
posed to do under the law.

We negotiated a free trade agreement
with Canada. The Canadians found a
loophole in a rule that Customs imple-
mented. Since that time Customs has
recognized their error and has pub-
lished a revocation of that rule, an ex-
planation of it.

What the Canadians are doing now,
even though they have an agreement
and a quota of Canadian lumber com-
ing to the United States, they found if
they drill a pinhole in a piece of lum-
ber, that it gives them the authority to
ship as much lumber to this country as
they want to because of a ruling, not a
treaty, but because of a ruling by Cus-
toms which Customs admits is wrong,
yet refuses to implement their own
revocation of the decision that they
made.

This is costing American lumber
companies a million dollars a day. Dur-
ing this recess we are going on, it is
going to cost $15 million. So while the
rest of the country is experiencing a
great economic prosperity, the lumber
mills are just about to the position
where they are going to have to close
because of this unfair situation that is
taking place.

My mission here today is to tell this
committee, to tell this House and to
tell Customs, if they do not implement
the provisions according to the law, if
they do not implement it by the time
this bill comes to the floor, then | am
going to encourage my colleagues to
vote against this entire bill because
this is an atrocity that has been placed
upon people in Arizona. When George
Wallace ran for President he said he
wanted to stand up for the people of
America. Well, I am here today stand-
ing up for the people of Alabama and
also for the people of Arizona and for
the people of Kansas and the people all
over this country who are experiencing
an unfair situation simply because Cus-
toms will not obey the law.

I want to support this bill. It has
many good provisions in it. | want to
support Customs because they do a lot
of good things. But we have a few bu-
reaucrats that are holding up the abil-
ity of American lumber manufacturers
to be able to continue to survive in this
period of prosperity.

I hope Members will pass this rule
today, but 1 am here to tell my col-
leagues, if the bill comes up today or if
it comes up the day we get back, | in-
tend to filibuster this thing by using

June 25, 1998

the five-minute rule, getting the 100-
plus members of the Forestry 2000 Task
Force to indeed support me in the ef-
fort.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Madam Speaker, |
reserve the balance of my time. | be-
lieve | have 11 minutes remaining.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
EMERSON). The gentlewoman is correct.

Mr. McCINNIS. Madam Speaker, | re-
serve the balance of my time.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Madam Speaker,
may | inquire how much time the gen-
tleman from Colorado has remaining?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. MCINNIS)
has 10 minutes remaining.

Mr. McINNIS. Madam Speaker, | re-
serve the balance of my time.
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Ms. SLAUGHTER. Madam Speaker, |
yield 3% minutes to the gentleman
from Maryland (Mr. HOYER).

Mr. HOYER. Madam Speaker, |
thank the gentlewoman for yielding to
me.

Madam Speaker, there has been a
suggestion that the administration did
not exercise its responsibilities with
respect to the Y2K problem. The gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) has
pointed out that that included the
total of about almost $5 billion for
emergency and contingency spending
in their budget, that $1.2 billion was
specifically requested for Y2K, and that
another $3.25 billion was requested for
Bosnia contingency spending and also
Y2K.

That is not described, so neither |
nor anybody else can specifically say
what figure one can apply. But the fact
is the administration, as all govern-
ments and all private sectors, has been
working this issue very hard.

But the issue is not who is to blame:
Did the Reagan administration or the
Bush administration or the Clinton ad-
ministration purchase incorrect hard-
ware or software. In fact, we had a
hearing before the Committee on House
Oversight that the new leadership, Re-
publican leadership, came in and
bought some new computerware in
1995, which is outdated. We are going to
have to replace them. That is because
technology is moving very quickly.

This is not to blame anybody. It is to
say that that decision is in error, rec-
ognized in error yesterday before the
committee in testimony by the admin-
istrator. With no criticism of that, we
need to move on to make sure that,
technologically, we can handle our in-
formation systems properly.

The fact of the matter is, the point
we are making on this rule is that we
have some 40 days, 40 legislative days
left. We have not done much in this
Congress to date. Everybody observes
that. We have 40 days left. This coun-
try is confronted with an emergency.
Everybody recognizes that on both
sides of the aisle. There is no dispute
about that. There is an emergency.

The dispute is whether we delay con-
fronting that emergency. The Commit-
tee on Appropriations said no. The



June 25, 1998

Subcommittee on the Treasury, Postal
Service, and General Government said
no.

Let us address it now. Let us deal
with this issue now. Let us responsibly
say we are going to fund the solution
and not delay. That is what this dis-
pute is about.

You can go all you want and say, oh,
well, it was the other guys, point fin-
gers, and it was somebody yesterday or
the day before or the day before that
that caused this problem. What you
cannot, however, say is that there is
not an absolutely essential need for us
to respond.

My distinguished chairman, the gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. KOLBE) said,
well, we can delay and we can decide
later in a supplemental as to how we
pay for it or we do not pay for it,
whether it is emergency or not. That
sounds good, but all of us know that
the longer this is delayed, the longer
agencies cannot plan for dollars avail-
able, the more problematic becomes
the solution. As the gentleman from
Missouri (Mr. GEPHARDT) likes to quote
Ed Harris as saying in Apollo 13, “In
this instance, failure is not an option.”

This rule puts at risk solving this
problem. It does not preclude it. | un-
derstand that. But it puts it at risk un-
necessarily. This is an emergency. Far
too often, frankly, in the last 3 years
we have found emergencies by tornado,
by flood, by other devices; and we have
delayed the solution to the detriment
of those who were injured. We ought
not to do that in this instance.

Mr. McINNIS. Madam Speaker, first
of all, I would note to the gentleman,
hang around until 5 o’clock this
evening, and we are going to pass the
IRS reform which is the most major
piece of reform. We are doing some-
thing today. It is going to be a very
significant day.

Madam Speaker, | yield 3 minutes to
the gentlewoman from Maryland (Mrs.
MORELLA).

Mrs. MORELLA. Madam Speaker, |
thank the gentleman for yielding the
time.

Madam Speaker, | just wanted to set
the record straight. | wanted to set the
record straight in terms of the fact
that we all know that on January 1 in
the year 2000, we will launch the moth-
er of all computer glitches which we
hope will be remedied.

Congress, | want to affirm to my
friends, Congress has been working on
this problem for over 2 years in a bipar-
tisan way. | chair the Subcommittee
on Technology of the Committee on
Science. The gentleman from Califor-
nia (Mr. HORN) chairs the appropriate
subcommittee of the Committee on
Government Reform and Oversight.

We have alerted our other colleagues
who chair and who are ranking mem-
bers of other committees to have hear-
ings. We have had more than 26 hear-
ings on this one issue.

Let me suggest that it was in Feb-
ruary of 1997 that the estimate of rem-
edying the Year 2000 computer glitch
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was estimated at $2.3 billion for its en-
tirety. It has now gone up to, in May of
this year, it has gone up to $5 billion.
I would submit that even that is not
going to be enough.

We heard debate yesterday about
why it was not in the DOD bill, today
why it is not in Treasury-postal. It is
because we know, by virtue of the hear-
ings that we have had, by virtue of the
quarterly reports we have required
from agencies where they give a na-
tional strategy and milestones, now we
are going to require monthly, we know
that this money is going to be re-
quested of each agency. We want to put
it together so we can look at a supple-
mental appropriation for the Y2K prob-
lem.

Please do not think it will be de-
layed. It cannot be delayed. It will be
part of the appropriations process. But
we are putting it all together.

I just want to point out again how it
has escalated, why there is the need for
it, and the fact that Congress has put
into the bills, and Treasury-postal has
been a wonderful opportunity for us to,
through the years, put within that bill
the requirement that we have a na-
tional strategy and the requirement
that agencies will respond to and that
no information technology can be pur-
chased if it is not totally compliant.

So | and the administration are
aware of the problem, although we had
to go to them to come out with an Ex-
ecutive order, to use the bully pulpit,
and | think more can be done, and to
appoint a Year 2000 czar. John
Koskinen is working very hard. Sally
Katzen is the vice chair.

We must move together. The Amer-
ican people demand it. All of our utili-
ties, all of our agencies, the interoper-
ability concept make it all so very im-
portant.

But, please, | want the American peo-
ple to know that Congress has been
working on this issue. We will have
enough money to solve it. We have
been in the lead in terms of making
sure that it is remedied.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Madam Speaker, |
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
HOYER).

Mr. HOYER. Madam Speaker, |
thank the gentlewoman for yielding to
me, and | certainly am not going to use
the balance of the time that remains.

The gentlewoman from Maryland is
correct. Everybody has observed that
this problem is coming. She also made,
I think, a very valid point. The cost of
the solution has escalated over the last
12 months, and | would say even over
the last few months.

My point that | made before is this
has happened in the private sector and
the public sector. The reason for that
is that the scope of the problem was
not contemplated. There are computers
in almost everything we use, including
our automobile as we drive down the
street, which apparently also has this
glitch built into a number of the chips
that control many of the systems in
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the automobiles. That is how com-
plicated this system is.

The Committee on Appropriations, |
say to my friend from Maryland, did
contemplate that. We have taken, as
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
OBEY) said, $400 million out of the IRS.
I say to my friend, the gentleman from
Colorado, who got up and said we are
going to pass an IRS reform bill today,
it is an IRS reform bill with some tax
provisions in it which are going to
change the Tax Code. We are going to
have to have computers amended. It is
the same thing we do, on the one hand,
we say reform; but on the other hand,
we complicate the code.

But that aside, |1 will tell my friend,
the gentleman from Colorado, if we do
not do this emergency fix of the Y2K
problem, IRS reform bill or not, IRS is
going to crash in 2000, period. Then
there will be no funds to do anything in
the Federal Government, whether it is
emergency or nonemergency, defense
or domestic, Social Security, or Medi-
care.

All of those are going to come crash-
ing down around America’s head. They
will not want to hear, very frankly, oh,
well, we delayed. We washed our hands
and said we are going to do it later. If
it was going to be done later, it should
have been done. We have heard a lot
about later.

The gentleman from Louisiana (Mr.
LIVINGSTON), the Speaker, all agreed
some weeks ago that this was going to
be an emergency and that we needed to
fund it through emergency funding.
They recommended that. The commit-
tee adopted that.

As the gentleman from Wisconsin
(Mr. OBEY) pointed out, there were only
16 members of a 54 member committee
that did not vote for that. Think of
that. That is a pretty overwhelming bi-
partisan determination by the Commit-
tee on Appropriations that has the re-
sponsibility to make sure that we ad-
dress this emergency to fund it.

We are now retreating from this; not
retreating from it in the Committee on
Appropriations. The Committee on
Rules took it upon itself to strike it
from the defense bill.

This is not a liberal/conservative
issue. The gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. MURTHA) was up here on be-
half of defense, one of the strongest ad-
vocates of defense in this Nation, say-
ing this was a problem. He urged that
we defeat the last bill specifically for
that reason.

I am urging that we defeat this rule
for the same reason that the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. MURTHA) urged
that we defeat the defense bill rule. |
do not think we are going to do that. |
understand that. | think the other side
of the aisle has determined in a unani-
mous way that they are going to vote
for this rule.

There is nothing | can do about that
other than bring to my colleagues’ at-
tention that this does, in fact, place at
risk solving what is one of the most
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critical problems confronting our gov-
ernment today, was recognized as an
emergency, is an emergency.

The gentlewoman from Maryland and
| agree it is an emergency. We have got
to address it. Lamenting the fact, how-
ever, that we have today said that we
are going to pass IRS reform, but we
are going to delay to some other day
solving the emergency situation of the
computer glitches that will occur in
the Year 2000, thus placing at risk the
very IRS reform procedures that we are
going to adopt later today.

I urge the House to reject this rule so
that the Committee on Rules can go
back, there can be a reconsideration,
calmer and cooler heads can prevail,
and then we can move ahead with solv-
ing this Y2K problem.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Madam Speaker, |
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. MCINNIS. Madam Speaker, |
yield myself such time as | may con-
sume, especially in consideration of
the remarks made by the gentleman
over there who, at times, tends to drift
from substance to partisanship.

Nobody on the Republican side said
we ought to do this later. We heard
from the gentleman from Arizona (Mr.
KoLBE). We heard from the gentle-
woman from Maryland (Mrs. MORELLA).
There are a lot of people over here who
have a pretty good understanding of
this issue and who are focusing a lot of
resources on that.

The difference between you and the
difference between me is the gentleman
wants to do it; we want to do it right.
That is exactly what is going to occur
here.

No one is saying do not fund this
thing. We heard the chairman, or if you
did not hear the chairman from the
Committee on Appropriations, the gen-
tleman from Louisiana (Mr. LIVING-
STON), he was here, he addressed that
issue.

| take issue with the fact that my
colleagues stand up here and say, well,
Republicans want to do this later.
They do not realize it is an emergency.
You would have to have fallen off the
swing twice on your head to figure out
this is not important. Clearly, it is im-
portant. Clearly, we have an under-
standing of the Year 2000.

I am not sure the administration un-
derstands the importance of this. But
in these Chambers, | think both sides
understand the importance of this, and
that is why it is receiving the priority.
It is going to get the funding. It is get-
ting the kind of attention it needs. We
have some of our very best minds, as
reflected by the gentlewoman from
Maryland (Mrs. MORELLA) and the gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. KOLBE)
working on this.

So the gentleman is out of line, in
my opinion, when he says, well, we are
waiting till later. Again, the difference
between that side of the aisle, the
Democrats who want to do it, and this
side of the aisle, is that we want to do
it right. Madam Chairman, | urge the
passage of the rule.
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Mr. HALL of Ohio. Madam Speaker, this
rule protects from a point of order a provision
that would remove the U.S. Postal Service as
the American representative to the Universal
Postal Union and substitute the U.S. Trade
Representative (USTR). The Universal Postal
Union oversees the functioning of the inter-
national mail system.

Without the special protection of this rule,
the provision violates the House rule against
legislating in an appropriations bill. | believe
the Rules Committee was wrong in granting a
waiver for this ill-advised provision.

The USTR does not want the job and is not
qualified for the job. The USTR fears that the
new responsibilities would interfere with its
principal mission of administering U.S. trade
policies.

The State Department believes that the U.S.
Postal Service is the proper agency to rep-
resent the United States because only the
Postal Service has the necessary specialized
expertise in mail operations.

Mr. GILMAN, the chairman of the House
International Relations Committee, has con-
cerns about the change because the USTR is
not able to manage the new responsibility.

This provision is opposed by major busi-
nesses which depend on the mail system such
as L.L. Bean, the J.C. Penney Company,
Land’s End, the Magazine Publishers of Amer-
ica, the Direct Marketing Association,
Hammacher Schlemmer, and the Parcel Ship-
pers Association.

It is opposed by the National Association of
Letter Carriers, National Rural Letter Carriers
Association, National Association of Postal Su-
pervisors, National Association of Postmasters
of the United States, National League of Post-
masters, and American Postal Workers Union.

In fact, there is a question as to whether the
Universal Postal Union would even accept the
USTR as a member, since the regulations of
the Universal Postal Union require representa-
tives to be a *qualified official of the Postal
Administration” of the member country and
representatives to the organization’s governing
body must be “competent in postal matters.”

For the benefit of my colleagues, | submit
for the RECORD a letter from Susan G.
Esserman, Acting U.S. Trade Representative;
a statement from the State Department; a let-
ter from BENJAMIN A. GILMAN, chairman of the
House International Relations Committee; and
a statement from the Coalition in Support of
International Trade and Competition.

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESI-
DENT, THE UNITED STATES TRADE
REPRESENTATIVE,

Washington, DC.
Hon. ROBERT LIVINGSTON,
Chairman, House Appropriations Committee,
U.S. House of Representatives, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: This letter states our
disappointment with the approval yesterday
of an amendment which would transfer re-
sponsibilities from the U.S. Postal Service to
the U.S. Office of the U.S. Trade Representa-
tive (USTR) to represent the United States
at meetings of the Universal Postal Union
(UPU). We continue to oppose this amend-
ment.

Our view is that assuming this responsibil-
ity would be a very substantial undertaking
for our small agency, whose major activity is
to formulate trade policy and negotiating
strategies and to represent the United States
in trade negotiations. The entire staff of the
agency is about 180, including clerical and
support staff.

USTR has no expertise in postal adminis-
tration and lacks the capability of dealing

June 25, 1998

with operational aspects of the international
exchange of mail and the setting of rates for
international mail and settlement rates with
other countries for the carriage of unequal
volumes of mail. | understand the UPU han-
dles a wide range of issues related to inter-
national mail, such as security, mail fraud,
hazardous materials, and financial manage-
ment. These matters are well outside
USTR'’s expertise.

USTR’s Service unit, which would have to
assume this function, is preparing to engage
in major new international trade negotia-
tions that are of great importance to all U.S.
services industries, including the delivery
services industry. These rapidly approaching
negotiations will occur in the World Trade
Organization, bilaterally with the European
Union, in the Free Trade Area of the Ameri-
cas negotiation and in the Asia-Pacific Eco-
nomic Cooperation forum. To meet these re-
sponsibilities, USTR will be required to pull
away resources from preparations and in-
volvement in these broader services negotia-
tions affecting $258 billion in exports in serv-
ices.

Please feel free to contact me if | can be of
further assistance.

Sincerely,
SUSAN G. ESSERMAN,
Acting.
STATE DEPARTMENT POSITION ON NORTHUP
DRAFT AMENDMENT TO THE TREASURY/POST-
AL APPROPRIATIONS BILL
BACKGROUND

The United States Postal Service (USPS)
represents the United States on subjects re-
lating to international mail services, and en-
sures that our obligations under inter-
national treaties and conventions are carried
out. The USPS is authorized by law (39
U.S.C. 407) to negotiate and conclude postal
treaties or conventions with the consent of
the President. The Postal Service currently
heads U.S. government delegations to meet-
ings of the Universal Postal Union (UPU),
which oversees the functioning of the inter-
national mail system, and fills the post of
U.S. Representative. The State Department
actively participates in these delegations.
The Department of State and the USPS work
together closely to ensure coordination be-
tween policies on international postal issues
and our broader foreign policy goals.

DEPARTMENT OF STATE POSITION

As the only U.S. entity with the necessary
specialized expertise in all aspects of inter-
national and domestic mail operations, the
USPS is the proper agency to represent the
United States in negotiating and concluding
international conventions and treaties on
postal matters.

UPU practice and regulations virtually
mandate USPS leadership on U.S. delega-
tions. UPU regulations require that any Rep-
resentative to the UPU Postal Operations
Council be a ‘“‘qualified official of the Postal
Administration” of the member country.
Similarly, Representatives to the UPU Coun-
cil of Administration, the organization’s
governing body, must be ‘“‘competent in post-
al matters.” In practice, all other UPU mem-
ber country delegations to UPU bodies are
headed by postal officials from the member
countries.

Responsibility for the conduct of inter-
national postal services and UPU representa-
tion would be misplaced with the Depart-
ment of State or with any other federal
agency. The Department of State conducts
United States foreign policy. The UPU is a
specialized agency of the United Nations re-
sponsible for coordinating the exchange of
mail between all of the countries of the
world; it is not a foreign policy body as such.

The State Department does not have the
detailed subject expertise nor the substantial
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personnel and support resources required to
properly represent U.S. interests in the UPU.
A look at the agenda of the April 1998 UPU
Postal Operations Council—which included,
inter alia, postal security, philately develop-
ment, the direct mail advisory board, postal
accounting, quality of service, and terminal
dues sessions—underlines the fact that the
USPS is the only U.S. entity capable of ade-
quately representing U.S. interests with re-
gard to the full range of UPU agenda items.

Finally, we note that the requirement in
proposed Section 407 (a) raises serious con-
stitutional concerns. The negotiation and
conclusion of treaties and international
agreements, including the content of such
instruments, is a Constitutional responsibil-
ity vested solely in the President, and is
therefore an area in which Congress may not
intrude.

LEVEL PLAYING FIELD

Without resorting to new legislation,
mechanisms exist to ensure that government
and private sector interests are factored into
any policies, or conventions on international
mail services. State, Commerce, USTR and
the Postal Service participate in an inter-
agency process which can examine compet-
ing demands and make decisions based on
maximum benefit to all parties, including
private mail carriers.

USPS hosts meetings with representatives
of the private sector to brief on UPU activi-
ties and get industry input for its policy for-
mation (the most recent of these meetings
was held on April 14, 1998) and State, Com-
merce, USTR and USPS participate in the
interagency process when needed to discuss
international mail issues.

SUMMARY

The Department of State believes the U.S.
Postal Service is the most appropriate rep-
resentative for the United States govern-
ment in the Universal Postal Union, and it
appears to us that sufficient mechanisms
exist currently to ensure coordination of
U.S. policy and the interests of other US
government agencies and private industry
under USPS leadership.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, COM-
MITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL RELA-
TIONS,

Washington, DC, June 22, 1998.
Hon. JERRY SOLOMON,
Chairman, Rules Committee, Washington, DC.

DEAR JERRY: | am writing regarding the
Treasury Postal Appropriations bill for
FY99. The bill contains an amendment of-
fered by Representative Northup that revises
how international postal service negotia-
tions are conducted.

I have strong concerns about this provi-
sion, and the assigning the USTR with the
broad responsibility for ‘“‘the formulation,
coordination, and oversight of foreign policy
related to international postal services
.. .”. The USTR is not responsible for the
conduct of US foreign policy. Moreover, this
provision would dramatically change the
way in which postal issues are managed in
international fora and raises questions as to
the rules governing the Universal Postal
Union. It is my understanding that the UPU
Postal Operations Council requires that a
representative be a qualified official of the
Postal Administration. The governing body
of the UPU Council of Administration re-
quires the representative to be competent in
postal matters. This raises the question as to
whether the USTR has the capacity to man-
age this new portfolio.

I would urge the Rules Committee not to
waive points of order with respect to this
provision.

With best wishes.

Sincerely,
BENJAMIN A. GILMAN,
Chairman.
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COALITION IN SUPPORT OF INTER-
NATIONAL TRADE AND COMPETITION,
June 23, 1998.

To the Members of the Committee on Rules:

The members of the COALITION IN SUP-
PORT OF INTERNATIONAL TRADE AND
COMPETITION, listed below, strongly urge
the Committee on Rules not to waive points
of order against the amendment on Inter-
national Postal and adopted by the Commit-
tee on Appropriations, Arrangements offered
by Rep. Ann Northup included in the Treas-
ury-Postal appropriations bill under consid-
eration today as well as any changes to the
amendment Rep. Northup desires to make.

The amendment would place all inter-
national postal negotiations and representa-
tion under the U.S. Trade Representative
rather than the Postal Service. The USTR
has opposed this amendment, and we believe
that passage could be very harmful to our
international postal services and the busi-
ness that use them.

Advertising Mail
Washington, DC.

American Postal Workers Union, Washing-
ton, DC.

Ballard Designs, Atlanta, GA.

L.L. Bean, Freeport, ME.

Current, Inc., Colorado Springs, CO.

Damark International, Inc., Minneapolis,

Marketing Association,

MN.

The Direct Marketing Association, Wash-
ington, DC.

Fingerhut Companies, Inc., Minnetonka,
MN.

Frontgate, Lebanon, OH.

Garnet Hill, Lebanon, NH.

Hammacher Schlemmer, Chicago, IL.

J.C. Penney Company, Plano, TX.

Land’s End, Dodgeville, WI.

Magazine Publishers of America, Washing-
ton, DC.

Mail Order Association of America, Wash-
ington, DC.

National Association of Letter Carriers,
Washington, DC.

National Association of Postal
visors, Alexandria, VA.

National Association of Postmasters of the
United States, Alexandria, VA.

National League of Postmasters, Alexan-
dria, VA.

Super-

National Retail Federation, Washington,
DC.
National Rural Letter Carriers Associa-

tion, Arlington, VA.

Parcel Shippers Association, Washington,
DC.

Performance Data TransUnion Corpora-
tion, Chicago, IL.

Territory Ahead, Santa Barbara,
TravelSmith, Novato, CA.

Whispering Pines, Fairfield, CT.

Mr. MCINNIS. Madam Speaker, |
yield back the balance of my time, and
I move the previous question on the
resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

CA,,

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the resolution.
The question was taken; and the

Speaker pro tempore (Mrs. EMERRSON)
announced that the ayes appeared to
have it.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Madam Speaker, |
object to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 5 of rule I, further pro-
ceedings on this resolution will be
postponed until later today.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.
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PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. GREEN (during consideration of
H. Res. 489). Madam Speaker, on Thurs-
day, June 18 and Friday, June 19, | was
unavoidably detained in my district
working on the House that Congress
Built Project.

Had 1 been present | would have
voted ‘‘yes’ on rollcall 242; ““no’ on
rollcall 243; ““‘no’” on rollcall 244; *“‘yes”
on rollcall 245; ““no’ on rollcalls 246,
247, 248 and 249; and ‘‘yes’ on rollcalls
250 and 251.
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PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 4112, LEGISLATIVE
BRANCH APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
1999

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, by
direction of the Committee on Rules, |
call up House Resolution 489 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 489

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 1(b) of rule XXIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 4112) making
appropriations for the Legislative Branch for
the fiscal year ending September 30, 1999, and
for other purposes. The first reading of the
bill shall be dispensed with. Points of order
against consideration of the bill for failure
to comply with clause 2(1)(6) of rule XI,
clause 3 or 7 of rule XXI, or section 401 of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974 are waived.
General debate shall be confined to the bill
and shall not exceed one hour equally di-
vided and controlled by the chairman and
ranking minority member of the Committee
on Appropriations. After general debate the
bill shall be considered for amendment under
the five-minute rule and shall be considered
as read. Points of order against provisions in
the bill for failure to comply with clause 2 or
6 of rule XXI are waived except as follows:
page 10, line 1 through line 10. No amend-
ment shall be in order except those printed
in the report of the Committee on Rules ac-
companying this resolution. Each amend-
ment maybe considered only in the order
printed in the report, may be offered only by
a Member designated in the report, shall be
considered as read, shall be debatable for the
time specified in the report equally divided
and controlled by the proponent and an op-
ponent, and shall not be subject to amend-
ment. All points of order against amend-
ments printed in the report are waived. The
chairman of the Committee of the Whole
may: (1) postpone until a time during further
consideration in the Committee of the Whole
a request for a recorded vote on any amend-
ment; and (2) reduce to five minutes the min-
imum time for electronic voting on any post-
poned question that follows another elec-
tronic vote without intervening business,
provided that the minimum time for elec-
tronic voting on the first in any series of
questions shall be 15 minutes. At the conclu-
sion of consideration of the bill for amend-
ment the Committee shall rise and report
the bill to the House with such amendments
as may have been adopted. The previous
question shall be considered as ordered on
the bill and amendments thereto to final
passage without intervening motion except
one motion to recommit with or without in-
structions.



H5316

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHooD). The gentlewoman from Ohio
(Ms. PRYCE) is recognized for 1 hour.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, for
the purposes of debate only, | yield the
customary 30 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. FROST), pend-
ing which | yield myself such time as |
may consume. During consideration of
this resolution, all time yielded is for
the purpose of debate only.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 489 is
a structured rule providing for the con-
sideration of H.R. 4112, the fiscal year
1999 Legislative Branch appropriations
bill.

At the outset, | would like to com-
mend the gentleman from New York
(Mr. WALsSH) and the gentleman from
New York (Mr. SERRANO) for their bi-
partisan efforts to produce a good bill
which continues our efforts to create a
smaller, smarter government and to
lead by example.

For instance, H.R. 4112 scales back
employment in the Legislative Branch
by eliminating 438 positions. The bill
continues efforts to reduce redundancy
and inefficiencies by preparing for the
closure of the Joint Committee on
Printing.

That said, some of my colleagues
may point out that this bill actually
provides for a slight increase in spend-
ing over last year’s level. However,
taken in the context of our progress
over 4 years, it contributes to an over-
all savings of $575 million in Legisla-
tive Branch spending under this major-
ity. In fact, since 1994, over 15 percent
of the Legislative Branch has been
downsized.

The rule before us will provide an op-
portunity to acknowledge this good
work and debate what more we can do
to improve the operations of this insti-
tution.

Specifically, the rule provides for 1
hour of general debate equally divided
between the chairman and ranking
member of the Committee on Appro-
priations. Under the rule, clause 2(1)(6)
of rule Xl is waived as are clause 3 and
7 of rule XXI. In our hearing yesterday,
the Committee on Rules heard no ob-
jection to these provisions which are
designed to facilitate consideration of
this bipartisan bill.

The rule also waives section 104 of
the Budget Act which is necessary to
provide for the salary of the Director of
the Congressional Research Service. In
addition, this waiver will protect provi-
sions in the bill that address severance
pay and early retirement for employees
of the Architect of the Capitol as well
as voluntary separation incentives for
employees of the Government Printing
Office.

Further, clause 2 of rule XXI which
prohibits unauthorized appropriations
or legislative provisions in a general
appropriations bill is waived, as is
clause 6 of rule XXI which prohibits re-
appropriations in a general appropria-
tions bill. However, these waivers do
not apply to section 108 of the bill. Sec-
tion 108 allows the House to participate
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in State and local government transit
programs which encourage employees
to use public transportation. This is an
idea that has merit which is evidenced
by the bipartisan support it has gained
as a freestanding bill. There are many
private businesses as well as govern-
ment agencies which compensate em-
ployees for part of their public trans-
portation expenses. There is no reason
the House should not consider afford-
ing the benefit to its employees. How-
ever, the Committee on Rules believes
it is wiser to allow this change in
House policy to run through the nor-
mal channels of committee consider-
ation rather than add it on to a spend-
ing bill.

Under the rule, the two amendments
printed in the Committee on Rules re-
port are the only ones made in order
for House consideration. These amend-
ments, both offered by Democrat Mem-
bers, address the important issues of
recycling and energy conservation. |
know that many of my colleagues on
both sides of the aisle are interested in
these issues. In fact, a number of us
have developed office policies to en-
courage such efficiencies. But there is
much more we can do as an institution
to improve upon these efforts and it
makes sense to do these things in
terms of fulfilling both environmental
and fiscal responsibilities.

Under the rule, these amendments
may be offered by the Democratic
Members designated in the Committee
on Rules report, are not subject to
amendment, and shall be debatable for
10 minutes each, equally divided be-
tween a proponent and an opponent.
All points of order against the amend-
ments are waived.

To provide for speedy and orderly
consideration of the Legislative
Branch appropriations bill, the Chair-
man of the Committee of the Whole
may postpone and reduce votes to 5
minutes as long as the first vote in any
series is 15 minutes. Another oppor-
tunity to change the bill exists
through a motion to recommit, with or
without instructions.

Mr. Speaker, there is more in the
Legislative Branch appropriations bill
than salaries and expenses for Members
of Congress and their staff. The spend-
ing in this bill also serves the thou-
sands of Americans who visit their Na-
tion’s Capitol each year to witness de-
mocracy in action. This bill provides
the funding which preserves the Cap-
itol building and the grounds of the
Capitol for enjoyment of all our Na-
tion’s visitors. And it is this legislation
that supports the hard work and dedi-
cation of our Capitol police force who
keep our Capitol and the surrounding
neighborhoods safe for visitors and
residents alike.

I am also pleased to report that
through this appropriations bill, we
will support the ongoing efforts to ex-
amine the art work in the Capitol with
an eye to how it can better represent
the contributions and accomplishments
of American women throughout our
Nation’s history.
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Mr. Speaker, the bottom line is that
this is a fair rule which the Committee
on Rules reported by voice vote. The
underlying bill is bipartisan and fis-
cally responsible. The subcommittee
did an excellent job of allocating
scarce resources while building upon
the internal reforms we have adopted
in recent years to improve congres-
sional operations. 1 urge my colleagues
to vote “‘yes’’ on the rule as well as the
underlying legislation.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, yesterday the Repub-
lican majority on the Committee on
Rules refused to make in order an
amendment to this rule which would
have allowed the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. HOYER) to offer a sen-
sible amendment to H.R. 4112, the Leg-
islative Branch appropriations bill. For
that reason, it is my intention to op-
pose the previous question on this rule.
Should the House defeat the previous
question, it will be my intention to
offer an amendment to this rule which
will allow for consideration of the
Hoyer amendment.

Mr. Speaker, as Members know, at
the beginning of the 105th Congress,
the rules package of the Republican
majority included an amendment to
rule XI which created a new slush fund
for committees to draw from for the
expenses associated with the numerous
investigations planned by the Repub-
lican leadership for this Congress. Sub-
sequently, the Republican majority
adopted a committee funding resolu-
tion which included, along with prior
year unexpended funds, $7.9 million for
the slush fund, and my Republican col-
leagues have been happily spending
that money ever since.

Mr. Speaker, | include for the
RECORD a report prepared by the Demo-
cratic leadership about the partisan in-
vestigations that have been conducted
by the Republican majority during the
105th Congress.

The text of the report is as follows:
POLITICALLY-MOTIVATED INVESTIGATIONS BY
House COMMITTEES
1995-Present
U.S. House Democratic Policy Committee,
Richard A. Gephardt, Chair, June 18, 1998

“The congressional investigation can be an
instrument of freedom. Or it can be freedom’s
scourge. A legislative inquiry can serve as the
tool to pry open the barriers that hide govern-
ment corruption. It can be the catalyst that
spurs Congress and the public to support vital
reforms in our nation’s laws. Or it can debase
our principles, invade the privacy of our citi-
zens, and afford a platform for demagogues and
the rankest partisans.””—Senator Sam J. Ervin
(D-N.C.)1

““Long ago, before the permanent culture of
investigation had laid siege to Washington—
meaning in the early 1980’s—a formal congres-
sional investigation was considered major if it
issued a few dozen subpoenas. That was then.
In the [last] year or so . . . [one committee] has
issued 479 supoenas. Those forced to appear are
grilled in private, sometimes for hours at a

Footnote are at end of article.
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stretch, with few of the protections from badger-
ing that shield witnesses in the real
world . . . [it is] redolent of a mentality that
Washington has not seen for some decades. The
term ‘McCarthyism’ is used too often and too
loosely, but there are times when it is useful and
one of these is now.”’—Jonathan Rauch?
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

“Clinton Democrats should be portrayed as
‘the enemy of normal
Americans . . . Republicans will use the sub-
poena power to investigate the Administra-
tion.” 3—House Speaker Newt Gingrich

Since Republicans took control of the U.S.
House of Representatives in 1995, they have
initiated an endless parade of politically-mo-
tivated investigations.

This report details the breadth and mag-
nitude of the Republican effort, including
how duplicative and wasteful the committee
investigations have been, and how much of
the committees’ taxpayer-financed resources
are devoted to these politically-motivated
investigations.

In other words, this report investigates the
self-appointed investigators, in order to pro-
vide the public with information about how
their taxpayer dollars are being misappro-
priated.

Key findings include:

As of today, House Republicans have spent
more than $17 million in taxpayer dollars on
politically-motivated investigations.

There have been more than 50 politically-
motivated investigations in the House, 38 of
which are still ongoing.

These investigations have involved 15 of
the 20 House standing committees. Cur-
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rently, 13 committees are involved in inves-
tigations.

Of all the completed investigations, none
have turned up evidence of wrongdoing.

Perhaps even more important, a clear pat-
tern of abuse has emerged. The House Repub-
lican leadership has called on and, when nec-
essary, prodded its committees to devote
their resources to harass political enemies.

In the process, Republicans have: under-
mined the credibility of the oversight func-
tion of Congress; issued overly broad and ex-
cessive subpoenas; and targeted innocent pri-
vate individuals with whom they have politi-
cal disagreements, and as a result, have
harmed those people’s businesses, humiliated
them personally and professionally, and
forced them to bear extraordinary travel and
legal costs to try to defend their reputations.

HISTORICAL NOTE

“Washington just can’t imagine a world in
which Republicans would have subpoena
power,”” said Newt Gingrich shortly before he
became Speaker.4 It was a surprising com-
ment for a historian to make.

The House first asserted its power to inves-
tigate in 1792,5 when a special House commit-
tee was appointed to look into the Indian
massacre of U.S. soldiers under Major Gen-
eral Arthur St. Clair’s command.

Republicans have led some of the worst®
investigations in the history of the Congress.
In particular, Senator Joseph McCarthy’s
(R-WI)7 hearings will long be remembered as
the most egregious abuse of Congress’ power
to investigate.
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EXTENT AND COST OF INVESTIGATIONS

““Republicans are pouring millions of new dol-
lars into House committees to beef up the party’s
ability to investigate not only Democratic fund-
raising scandals but also longtime adversaries
such as organized labor.”” 8

““‘Speaker Newt Gingrich is poised to launch a
battery of probes next year [1998] that will in-
volve half of the House’s 20 committees.””

Since assuming control of Congress in 1995,
House Republicans have pressed 15 of the 20
standing committees into service to conduct
more than 50 politically-motivated inves-
tigations.

None of the completed investigations has
turned up evidence of wrongdoing.

Today, 13 committees are conducting 38
separate politically-motivated investiga-
tions. These investigations are aimed exclu-
sively at the individuals and organizations
perceived by the Republican leadership as
their political enemies, including the Clin-
ton Administration, Democratic state par-
ties, environmentalists, and labor unions.

The cost to the taxpayers of the House in-
vestigations now exceeds $17 million. This
figure includes only costs incurred by the
legislative branch, and does not include the
extensive costs incurred by federal agencies
to comply with these investigations, which
is currently the subject of an ongoing GAO
study.

Following is an accounting of the politi-
cally-motivated investigations conducted by
House committees since 1995.

Cost to taxpayer
(includes costs

Subject of investigation (listed by committee and no.) Start date Status incurred by legis-
lative branch
only)
Agriculture 10$105,000
1. Commodity transactions by First Lady Hillary Rodham Clinton 1996 Closed
Appropriations 11$118,000
2. Alleged access to White House (Lincoln Bedroom, etc.) in exchange for contributions to the DNC 1997 Ongoing
Banking 12$2 250,000
3. Whitewater 1995 Closed
4. Alleged money-laundering and drug trafficking at the Mena, Arkansas airport during the term of then-Gov. Clinton 1996 Ongoing
Commerce 13$128,000
5. Allegations that the Molten Metal Technology company received government contracts in exchange for contributions to the Clinton-Gore campaign 1997 Closed
6. Involvement of former Gore aide Peter Knight in advocating a relocation of the FCC to the Portals building in Southwest D.C. 1997 Ongoing
Education and the Workforce 14$2,530,000
7. American Worker Project, to look into the conduct of labor unions and the agencies that oversee them 1997 Ongoing
8. Irregularities in the Teamsters 1996 elections 1997 Ongoing
Government Reform and Oversight 15$6,000,000
9. Review of Ramspeck Act, prompted by large numbers of Democratic staff getting executive branch jobs following GOP takeover of House 1995 Closed
10. Political ideology of organizations participating in the Combined Federal Campaign 1995 Closed
11. Firing of White House travel office personnel 1996 Closed
12. Alleged White House acquisition of FBI files of certain individuals 1995 Ongoing
13. Alleged abuse of travel privileges by Energy Secretary Hazel O’Leary 1995 Closed
14. Clinton Administration enforcement action against the Branch Davidians in Waco, Texas 1995 Closed
15. Financial holdings and activities of former Commerce Secretary Rob Brown 1996 Closed
16. Alleged illegal foreign contributions to the DNC in the 96 elections 1996 Ongoing
17. Alleged fundraising activities on federal property (e.g. White House coffees, Lincoln Bedroom) 1996 Ongoing
18. Alleged Hatch Act violations (e.g. fundraising phone calls from official residences, acceptance of campaign checks by White House secretaries) 1996 Ongoing
19. Alleged “conduit” contributions to the DNC in the '96 elections (made at the request of and paid for by a third party) 1997 Ongoing
20. Alleged foreign influence on U.S. elections and access to U.S. intelligence 1997 Ongoing
21. Clinton Administration’s appointment of Charlie Trie to a special Commerce trade commission allegedly in return for campaign contributions 1997 Ongoing
22. Justice Department failure to appoint an independent counsel to investigate alleged fundraising calls from the White House 1997 Ongoing
23. Alleged quid pro quo—refusal by Interior Secretary Babbitt to grant a gaming permit to the Hudson Casino and Dog Track because of campaign contribu- 1997 Closed
tions from opposing parties.
24. Designation of Grand Staircase-Escalante National Monument, allegedly in part to benefit a Texas mining company connected with James Riady which did 1997 Ongoing
not want mining competition in Utah.
25. Alleged failure of FEC to prosecute fundraiser Howard Glicken, because of ties to Vice President Gore 1997 Ongoing
26. Fundraising practices of state Democratic parties 1997 Ongoing
27. Alleged use of White House databases for political purposes 1996 Ongoing
28. Irregularities in the Teamsters 1996 elections 1997 Ongoing
29. Alleged lack of compliance with subpoenas issued to White House, including failure to produce videotapes of White House coffees 1997 Ongoing
30. Alleged acceptance by Webb Hubbell of White House-arranged “hush money” 1997 Ongoing
31. Alleged White House obstruction surrounding allegations regarding Monica Lewinsky and her relationship with President Clinton 1998 Ongoing
House Oversight 16$1,510,000
32. Alleged voter fraud in the Dornan-Sanchez election contest in California’s 46th district in 1996 1997 Closed
Intelligence N/A
33. Alleged foreign influence on U.S. elections and access to U.S. intelli 1997 Ongoing
34. U.S. technology transfers to China, including allegations that political contributions influenced the Clinton Administration’s export policy 1998 Ongoing
International Relations *)
35. Alleged link between Clinton Administration’s trade policies and political contributions, including but not limited to alleged illegal contributions from Indo- 1996 Closed *)
nesian and Chinese sources.
36. U.S. technology transfers to China, including allegations that political contributions influenced the Clinton Administration’s export policy 1998 Ongoing *)
Judiciary 17$1,445,000
37. Clinton Administration enforcement action against the Branch Davidians in Waco, Texas 1995 Closed
38. Allegations that the Clinton Administration improperly influenced career prosecutors at the Justice Dept. to settle a civil racketeering lawsuit involving the 1996 Closed
Laborers International Union.
39. Justice Department failure to appoint an independence counsel to investigate alleged fundraising calls from the White House 1997 Closed
40. Justice Department oversight/preparation for impeachment proceedings 1998 Ongoing
National Security *)
41. U.S. technology transfers to China, including allegations that political contributions influenced the Clinton Administration’s export policy 1998 Ongoing

Resources

18.$460,000
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Cost to taxpayer
(includes costs

Subject of investigation (listed by committee and no.) Start date Status incurred by legis-
lative branch
only)
Note: There are more than 15 investigations ongoing in the Resources Committee which involve abuses of the investigative powers of the Congress. In several in-
stances, committee Republicans have used investigations to aid a conservative legal foundation which has brought three lawsuits against the Clinton Administra-
tion (these are discussed later in this report, under “Abuse of Subpoena Power.”) Following is a description of some of the most clearly politically-motivated Re-
sources Committee investigations.
42. Designation of Grand Staircase-Escalante National Monument, allegedly for political purposes 1997 Ongoing
43. Alleged quid pro quo—refusal by Interior Secretary Babbitt to grant a gaming permit to the Hudson Casino and Dog Track because of campaign contribu- 1997 Ongoing
tions.
44. Allegations that campaign contributions influenced Interior Department policies on Guam 1997 Ongoing
Rules 19.$75,000
45. Allegations that former Energy Secretary Hazel O’Leary or her staff solicited a bribe for a Department of Energy contract 1996 Closed
46. General investigation into fundraising activities of Clinton Administration and Democratic party officials 1996 Ongoing
47. Alleged economic espionage for the Chinese government by John Huang while employed at the Commerce Dept. 1996 Ongoing
48. Alleged foreign influence on U.S. elections and access to U.S. intelli 1996 Ongoing
49. China Ocean Shipping Company 1997 Ongoing
50. Preparation for impeachment inquiry (based on referral to committee of Barr resolution, H. Res. 304) 1997 Ongoing
51. Pentagon release to press of Linda Tripp’s personnel file 1998 Ongoing
52. U.S. technology transfers to China, including allegations that political contributions influenced the Clinton Administration’s export policy 1998 Ongoing
Select Committee on China $2,500,000
53. U.S. technology transfers to China, including allegations that political contributions influenced the Clinton Administration’s export policy 1998 Ongoing
Veterans' Affairs *)
54. Alleged use of political influence and campaign contributions to allow for burial of non-eligible persons in Arlington National Cemetery 1997 Closed
Ways and Means/Joint Tax *)
55. Alleged politically-motivated IRS audits of conservative organizations 1997 Ongoing
Total cost for all committees $17,121,000

*Less than $25,000.

DUPLICATION AND WASTE

“It’s been very expensive and
amounted to much.”’2o—Senior
leadership aide.

Many House committees are covering the
same ground:

Four House committees are investigating
the influence of foreign governments on
American elections (Government Reform and
Oversight; Intelligence, International Rela-
tions; and Rules)

Two House committees are looking into
use of the Lincoln bedroom (Appropriations
and Government Reform and Oversight).

Two House committees are looking into
the Hudson casino and dogtrack (Govern-
ment Reform and Oversight and Resources).

Two House committees are looking into an
alleged Riady connection to the designation
of Grand Staircase-Escalate National Monu-
ment (Government Reform and Oversight
and Resources).

Two House committees investigated Waco
(Government Reform and Oversight and Ju-
diciary).

Both the Education and the Workforce
Committee and the Government Reform and
Oversight Committee have issued similar
subpoenas to the International Brotherhood
of Teamsters, the Ron Carey campaign, and
Citizen Action to gather information related
to the contested union election of 1996.

The Judiciary Committee and the Govern-
ment Reform and Oversight Committee both
investigated the Attorney General’s decision
not to appoint an independent counsel to in-
vestigate campaign finance matters. The At-
torney General testified at the Judiciary
Committee on October 15, 1997; less than two
months later she was called to answer the
same questions before the Government Re-
form and Oversight Committee.

Duplication within the House is only a
part of the picture.

Both the large investigations and the more
focused inquiries in the House are covering
the same ground covered by Senate inves-
tigations, Justice Department examinations,
and explorations by federal prosecutors and
grand juries.

The Senate Commerce Committee already
looked into the FCC relocation into the Por-
tals Building. The House Commerce Commit-
tee recently authorized eight subpoenas in
the same matter and several have been
issued.

In addition to the $1.6 million spent by the
House investigating Whitewater: the Senate
spent $1.8 million; the RTC spent $3.6 mil-
lion; and the independent counsels have
spent $30 million.

it hasn’t
Republican

Reagan-appointed federal prosecutors and
several grand juries thoroughly examined al-
legations of money-laundering and traffick-
ing at the Mena, Arkansas airport during
Gov. Clinton’s term and concluded no indict-
ments were warranted long before the House
Banking Committee undertook its investiga-
tion.

The House investigation of campaign fi-
nance follows on a completed Senate inves-
tigation and a Justice Department probe.
Much of Chairman Burton’s work directly
duplicates Senator Thompson’s investiga-
tion: of the 524 subpoenas issued by Chair-
man Burton, 210 (more than 40%) are dupli-
cates of subpoenas issued in the already com-
pleted Senate investigation.

Furthermore, the House Government Re-
form and Oversight Committee has spent $6
million to produce only seven public hear-
ings and hastily doctored transcripts of Web-
ster Hubbell’s phone calls. By comparison,
the Senate Governmental Affairs Committee
finished its work months ago, having spent a
total of $3.5 million hold 33 days of hearings
and publish a 1,100 page report.

The tower of wasted dollars has been built
up brick by brick. In June 1997, the House
Government Reform and Oversight Commit-
tee sent three staff members to Miami to re-
trieve a computer disk. The two-day trip (six
working days of staff time) cost several
thousands of dollars. Later the minority dis-
covered that nothing prevented those who
had the disk from mailing it for the cost of
first-class postage. 22

The Government Reform Committee also
paid for Charles Intriago, a Florida business-
man, to fly to Washington, D.C. to be de-
posed despite the fact that his attorney had
made clear that Mr. Intriago would assert
his Fifth Amendment right not to testify.22
The bill came to several thousands of dol-
lars—after travel expenses, court reporter
fees and staff time—even though the com-
mittee knew he would answer no questions.
The committee spent $62,000 on domestic
travel last year, has authorized more than
$50,000 this year, and tapped a State Depart-
ment account to pay for two trips abroad.

Chairman Burton rewarded his staff by
providing ‘‘lavish bonuses to his investiga-
tors.””28 The former investigation coordina-
tor, David Bossie, received three pay raises
in the course of a single year, bumping him
up to an annual wage of $123,000. The firm of
the lead attorney, Richard Bennett, is paid
$15,000 a month, far more than the maximum
amount permitted for congressional employ-
ees.

Government Reform is not the only com-
mittee with expensive staff. The Teamster

investigation conducted by the Education
and the Workforce Committee has hired Jo-
seph DiGenova and Victoria Toensing as out-
side counsel/consultants. The two together
are to be paid $150,000 for six months of part-
time work. They each receive $12,500 a
month for a 20-hour work week, which is the
equivalent—on a full-time annualized basis—
of $300,000 a year, more than double the max-
imum salary allowed for any employee of the
House of Representatives. Moreover, as con-
sultants who are not bound by House ethics
restrictions, they have lobbied Members of
Congress and provided legal representation
for their clients including Chairman Burton.

Finally, there are significant costs which
have not yet been accounted for, which are
attributable to the administrative costs of
producing and transmitting the vast
amounts of documents in these duplicative
and overlapping investigations.

CENTRAL CONTROL

“Newt has made it very clear to the chairman
how important this investigation is, a source
said after the meeting.’’ 24

“Gingrich forced this thing, that’s very clear.
The guy has tried to micromanage the investiga-
tion every step of the way.”” 25

The fingerprints of Republican party lead-
ers are all over the political investigations
in this Congress. This is a dangerous sign be-
cause legitimate congressional inquiries
spring from legislative purposes. Committees
are responsible for investigating whether the
laws under their jurisdiction are adminis-
tered properly and effectively, whether new
laws are needed and whether old programs
still serve a worthwhile purpose. Given these
aims, one expects the initial inquiry to come
from the legislators involved in the issues,
not from a directive of the party leaders.

But the Republican House leadership, in
the 104th Congress, issued urgent instruc-
tions to all the committees to dig up dirt on
specific enemies of the Republican party:
““On behalf of the House leadership, we have
been asked to cull all committees for infor-
mation . . . The subjects are: waste, fraud
and abuse in the Clinton Administration; in-
fluence of Washington labor union bosses/
corruption; examples of dishonesty or ethical
lapses in the Clinton administration.’’ 26

The memo lists as the contact person a
staffer in Majority Leader Dick Armey’s of-
fice.

After the Republican leadership issued
their general call to investigate and harass
its enemies, they did not keep their hands
off. The leadership waded into the details of
many of these political investigations, prod-
ding them on.
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Gingrich slush fund

The clearest indication that the Speaker
intended all along to maintain control of the
investigations was evident, though little
noted, on day one of the 105th Congress. On
January 7, 1997, the House adopted, by party-
line vote, its rules for the new Congress. Em-
bedded among them was a small item (sec-
tion 15 of House Resolution 5) which author-
ized a committee reserve fund for “‘unantici-
pated committee needs.” The fund is under
the Speaker’s control through the House
Oversight Committee. On March 21, the
House capitalized the slush fund to the tune
of $7.9 million. The House placed an unprece-
dented multi-million dollar slush fund in the
hands of a Speaker for the purpose of fund-
ing, controlling, and directing partisan in-
vestigations. To date, the Speaker, without a
vote of the House, has given $5.3 million
from the fund to three committees in con-
nection with politically-motivated investiga-
tions:

Education and the Workforce ($2.2 million)
to look into labor unions;

Government Reform and Oversight ($1.8
million) to continue its one-sided investiga-
tion into alleged Democratic campaign fi-
nance irregularities; and

Judiciary ($1.3 million) to prepare for a po-
tential impeachment investigation.

The remainder is being held in reserve by
Speaker Gingrich for the next partisan in-
vestigation he decides to pursue.

As one senior Republican leadership aide
said, “‘It’s been very expensive, and it hasn’t
amounted to much.”” 27

Teamsters

The Speaker stepped into the Education
and the Workforce probe of the International
Brotherhood of Teamsters in its earliest
stages. ‘‘House Speaker Newt Gingrich has
intervened on behalf of hard-liners in a sim-
mering dispute among Republicans on the
House committee investigating the Team-
sters union Committee sources said
Chairman Goodling is worried that the good
relations he has had with Democrats on edu-
cation issues is being jeopardized by the
Hoekstra subcommittee investigation
‘Newt has made it very clear to the chair-
man how important this investigation is,” a
source said after the meeting. ‘He told the
chairman, ‘““You need to support it.””’’’ 28

The intervention of leadership did not stop
there. As recently as April 30, 1998, it was re-
ported that Mr. Gingrich again asked to
meet with Chairman Goodling and sub-
committee chair Hoekstra and, according to
sources, the Speaker ‘‘gave his thoughts on
where the investigation should go.”” 29
Laborers

At the behest of the Republican leadership,
the Judiciary Committee conducted an in-
vestigation into the Administration’s suc-
cessful efforts to rid the Laborers’ Inter-
national Union of organized crime influence.
In a series of memos, the leadership preju-
dicially charged the Administration with im-
properly influencing career prosecutors at
the Justice Department to settle a civil
racketeering lawsuit involving the Laborers’
Union. Rep. John Boehner (R-OH), chairman
of the House Republican Conference, wrote
urging investigations into ‘‘the action by
Clinton appointees in the Justice Depart-
ment to quash the efforts by Justice Depart-
ment prosecutors to clean wup Coia’s
union.”” 30 Shortly thereafter, he followed up
with a Republican Conference report titled,
“Washington’s Union Bosses: A Look Behind
the Rhetoric,” in which it is stated that:
“Washington union bosses [are] winning
favor with the Clinton Administration to
block Justice Department investigations
into union boss corruption . . . Arthur Coia,
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President of the Laborers International
Union of North America, recently received a
“‘sweetheart’ deal from the Clinton DOJ in
the face of a 212 page racketeering com-
plaint.”

It should be noted that the Judiciary Com-
mittee majority report filed after the inves-
tigation was completed admitted that there
was no direct evidence of ‘“‘wrongdoing’ or
“improper influence.”” Moreover, the Repub-
lican report concluded that the settlement
which there leadership had called a ‘“‘sweet-
heart deal”” had in fact ‘“‘produced positive
results.”” 3t

Campaign finance

The series of investigations on campaign
finance by the Government Reform and
Oversight Committee have, from their incep-
tion, been closely monitored by the Repub-
lican House leadership. In June 1997, Speaker
Gingrich told CNN’s ““Inside Politics” that
he would be ‘“‘overseeing how Burton’s com-
mittee investigation is unfolding.”’32 At
about the same time, Roll Call reported that
Speaker Gingrich assigned four senior Re-
publicans to meet regularly with Chairman
Burton to ‘““allow Gingrich and his leadership
to keep close tabs on Burton and his plans
for the investigation . . . ‘Newt just wants to
monitor the situation and be prepared to act
when necessary,” [according to a Republican
leadership advisor].””33 Another account
quotes ‘‘a close Gingrich advisor’” who gives
this rationale for the Speaker appointing
Representative Chris Cox as vice chairman
under Chairman Burton: “The Speaker’s real
goal is ‘to encircle’ the chairman and ‘put
him on a short leash.”’””34 Time magazine
quotes another Republican leadership aide:
“We only gave him [Chairman Burton]
money for this year. That way, if he tanks,
we can pull the plug on him.”

ABUSE OF SUBPOENA POWER

A subpoena is a powerful tool. It compels
people to produce documents, even if compli-
ance is against their wishes and best inter-
ests, and threatens criminal sanctions for
failure to comply.

Congressional subpoenas are more intru-
sive than court subpoenas because many pro-
tections of individual rights do not apply to
documents requested in the course of a con-
gressional investigation. Congress is not al-
ways required to recognize the attorney-cli-
ent privilege, the work product doctrine or
other privileges protecting individuals’ pri-
vacy ordinarily recognized in the course of
litigation. A committee demanding docu-
ments in the course of an investigation is
also exempt from the Privacy Act and from
Bank Secrecy laws.

Leaking subpoenaed documents to help GOP
friends

A troubling pattern of Republican abuse of
their subpoena power has been the leaking of
subpoenaed documents to help political al-
lies in pending litigation against the federal
government.

Congress can compel the production of
some documents that private litigants do
not have a right to see. The Resources Com-
mittee has used this technique in several in-
stances to help Republican friends. The docu-
ment subpoenas issued in relation to the
President’s designation of the Grand Stair-
case-Escalante National Monument in Utah
are a clear example. Documents were deliv-
ered to the committee under subpoena from
the White House, on October 22, 1997, with
the comment from White House counsel
Charles Ruff that the documents “‘implicate
substantial confidentiality interests of the
Executive Branch.”” The subpoenaed docu-
ments included communications among the
President, the Vice President and their sen-
ior advisors reflecting their deliberations.
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Lawsuits challenging the President’s monu-
ment declaration had been filed by several
interest groups, including the Rocky Moun-
tain States Legal Foundation. There is little
doubt the Foundation could not obtain the
documents through a Freedom of Informa-
tion Act (FOIA) request or as a litigant. The
Salt Lake Tribune reported that Chairman
Hansen subpoenaed the Grand Staircase-
Escalante documents and released them to
help those suing the federal government.
“‘Concern that one goal of the Congressional
investigation may be to benefit the lawsuits
challenging the document appear to be valid.
After the release of the internal White House
documents, Rep. Jim Hansen R-Utah was
quoted as saying: ‘They [the groups suing]
will feel they hit the mother lode with this.
That’s one reason | pushed to make the doc-
uments public, to help them’.”’35

The same pattern was followed in the in-
vestigation of the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment’s issuance of mining bonding regula-
tions. The mining industry has filed suit?3¢ to
challenge the bonding regulations; the suit is
pending in the U.S. District Court for the
District of Columbia. The mining industry is
represented by the Rocky Mountain States
Legal Foundation, the same group litigating
to overturn the President’s Utah monument
declaration.3” The Resources Committee has
developed a draft report concluding that the
bonding regulations are illegal and the re-
port will be made public shortly. It contains
documents subpoenaed from the Department
of Interior, including attorney-client work
products that are otherwise not attainable
by the litigants.

These abuses of the subpoena power have
made the agencies understandably wary of
even voluntary requests for documents. A
case study is the request by Resources Sub-
committee on Energy and Mineral Resources
Chair Barbara Cubin (R-WY) for certain doc-
uments at the Bureau of Land Management
(BLM) relating to proposals to recover the
costs of mineral document processing. In
June, 1997, the oil and gas industry (includ-
ing the Rocky Mountain Oil & Gas Associa-
tion, the Independent Petroleum Association
of America, the Independent Petroleum As-
sociation of Mountain States, the New Mex-
ico Oil & Gas Association, the Western
States Petroleum Association, the American
Association of Professional Landmen, the
California Independent Petroleum Associa-
tion, the American Petroleum Institute, the
Independent Petroleum Association of New
Mexico, and the Wyoming Independent Pe-
troleum Association) filed a Freedom of In-
formation Act (FOIA) request at the Depart-
ment of Interior for certain documents.38 In
November 1997, the same industry requesters
informed the BLM that the documents in
question may be used in litigation against
the Department in the event the Department
adopts certain regulations relating to recov-
ering costs of mineral document process-
ing.?® Commercial companies making FOIA
requests are required to pay for the costs of
gathering, reviewing and copying the docu-
ments. The industry and the BLM began ne-
gotiating about how much the requesters
had to reimburse the agency and whether
certain documents were protected by litiga-
tion privileges. In March 1998, in the midst of
these negotiations, Rep. Cubin wrote the
Secretary Babbitt requesting the very docu-
ments in question. Ms. Melanie Beiler, as-
sistant to the Secretary, responded to the re-
quest noting: “We have learned that there is
a Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) re-
quest pending in the BLM . . . requesting
documents virtually identical to those in-
cluded in your request . . . The Department
is also concerned that documents provided to
the Subcommittee that would be protected
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from disclosure under FOIA or in any litiga-
tion will be made available to potential liti-
gants against the United States through
your Committee. In light of this, please ad-
vise us whether you wish to proceed with
your request, and if so, what safeguards are
appropriate to ensure that documents pro-
tected from disclosure by FOIA and litiga-
tion privileges are not made available to po-
tential litigants against the United
States.”’ 40

The request is still outstanding.

The Resources Committee is not alone in
using the subpoena to help friendly private
litigants. The Teamsters investigation at the
Education and Workforce Committee has
seen a similar pattern. A suit was brought
against the international Brotherhood of
Teamsters to force them to disclose certain
documents. After a court ruled against dis-
closure, the Chairman subpoenaed the same
documents for his investigation.

Chairman Burton was also just recently
caught trying the same tactic. He subpoe-
naed all White House records related to Hil-
lary Clinton and the White House Counsel’s
office acquisition of FBI files of former
White House employees.4l The subpoena was
suspicious because the Committee had com-
pleted a thorough investigation of the mat-
ter in the last Congress, under a different
chairman. The subpoena appears to be ‘“‘de-
signed to bolster the private lawsuit of Judi-
cial Watch, a nonprofit group headed by a
leading Clinton critic Larry Klayman.’ 42
Klayman is quoted in The Hill saying that
the Committee and Judicial Watch ‘‘gen-
erally know what each other is doing”’ and
that Judicial Watch would be “‘interested to
see’”” the documents that the Committee has
obtained.*3

Plaintiffs suing the federal government to
overturn the decision to deny the Hudson ca-
sino application were also helped by House
investigators to documents they sought from
the Interior Department and the Democratic
National Committee. The Interior Depart-
ment gave certain documents to the Govern-
ment Reform and Oversight Committee, in-
cluding documents prepared by the U.S. At-
torney’s office in connection with the law-
suit. Ordinarily these items would be denied
to plaintiffs on grounds of work-product and
attorney-client privilege Chairman Burton
released the document despite the Interior
Department’s objections.* As to the release
of DNC documents, an employee, David Mer-
cer, testified under oath that he was con-
tacted by a Milwaukee reporter who told
him, “investigators had released documents
from the House committee to lawyers in the
[Hudson] litigation, and then the lawyers re-
leased it to the press . . . the press was call-
ing me to find out . . . what other documents
we were handing over to the House.”” 45

This misuse of Congressional subpoena
power to benefit favored private parties in-
volved in federal court cases is absolutely
appalling. These types of actions raise some
very serious questions.

But subpoenaed documents leaked for
much simpler reasons raise equally troubling
questions. Chairman Burton’s release of sub-
poenaed Bureau of Prisons recordings of
phone conversations between Webster Hub-
bell and his wife and doctored transcripts of
selected portions of those tape have led
many to question his fairness as a ‘‘seeker of
truth.” But his leaks began when he took
charge in November 1996. It was promptly re-
ported that “‘Burton confirmed that . . . one
of his top aides improperly leaked the con-
fidential phone logs of former Commerce De-
partment official John Huang.” 4% On Feb-
ruary 27, 1998, he released his staff’s notes of
an interview with Steven Clemons, a former
aide to Senator Jeff Bingaman (D-NM). Sen-
ate Majority Leader Trent Lott (R-MS) and
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Senate Democratic Leader Tom Daschle (D-
SD) had agreed and notified Chairman Bur-
ton that, in order to protect the independ-
ence of the two chambers, Mr. Clemons
should not be called to testify. Chairman
Burton canceled his hearing but released the
notes, disregarding the Senate’s concerns.
Subpoenaming tax records

There is also a pattern of Republican abuse
of subpoena power with regard to tax
records. Chairman Burton subpoenaed sev-
eral tax accountants for their tax prepara-
tion materials relating to specific clients, in-
cluding accountant Donald Lam with regard
to Mr. Sioeng, and accountant Michael C.
Schaufele with regard to Webster Hubbell’s
taxes. It is against the law for an accountant
to reveal information gathered to prepare
tax returns without either the consent of the
client or a court order.4” When his client did
not consent to release and when Mr. Burton
failed to seek a court order, lawyers for Don-
ald Lam informed the committee that for his
client to comply with the subpoena would
subject him to criminal penalties.48 One
week later, Chairman Burton threatened ac-
countant Donald Lam with contempt of Con-
gress if he did not provide information to the
Committee.4®

Moreover, federal law prohibits any House
committee, except the tax committees, from
issuing a subpoena for tax records without
special authorization by the House to seek
such records.50 Chairman Burton’s subpoenas
are even more questionable in light of the
deliberate withdrawal of language that
would have granted Chairman Burton this
authority. The House adopted House Resolu-
tion 167 granting Chairman Burton broad and
unprecedented unilateral authority to pur-
sue his investigation. Before the Rules Com-
mittee marked up that resolution, a draft
resolution was circulated for review. The
draft resolution contained language giving
unilateral authority to request tax records
of any ““individuals and entities named by
the Chairman of the Committee as possible
participants, beneficiaries, or intermediaries
in the transactions under investigation by
the Committee.””5t The language was
dropped immediately before the Rules Com-
mittee markup. In this way, a deliberate de-
cision was made to deny Chairman Burton
authority to seek tax records.

Chairman Burton was not alone in this
abuse of the subpoena power. Chairman
Hoekstra requested, by letter, that the ac-
counting firm of Grant Thornton, the team-
sters’ outside accountants, produce all work
papers, correspondence files and other docu-
ments it held relating to the preparation of
the Teamsters’ financial statements and fed-
eral income taxes. Knowing it was against
the law to comply with the committee’s re-
quest without the consent of their client, the
Grant Thornton accountants sought the
Teamsters’ permission to produce the docu-
ments. The Teamsters originally objected,
saying the request was too broad and that
they needed time to review the documents.

The Grant Thornton accountants then re-
turned to the Republicans and tried to nego-
tiate a narrowing of the request. The Repub-
licans promptly wrote to the Teamsters, in-
sisting they withdraw their objections and
agree to let the accountants release the tax
records by 5 p.m., April 8, 1998 or else ‘“‘the
Subcommittee will consider the means avail-
able to it to enforce compliance, including
the institution of proceedings for contempt
of Congress.””52 Before the deadline passed,
the Chairman issued a subpoena and it was
served on the Grant Thornton firm on the
afternoon of April 8, 1998.

Needless to say, the Education and Work-
force Committee is no more authorized by
the House to seek tax records than the Gov-
ernment Reform Committee.
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Enemies list subpoenas

In the Sanchez-Dornan investigation led by
the House Oversight Committee, Republicans
approved 42 highly burdensome subpoenas to
a wide variety of individuals and entities
that Mr. Dornan identified: Catholic Char-
ities, a local community college (Rancho
Santiago Community College), the Lou
Correa for Assembly campaign, the Laborers
Union and the Carpenter’s Union. All the fi-
nancial records of the Catholic Charities and
their affiliates were subpoenaed. The com-
munity college was asked to produce the pri-
vate, personal files of more than 22,000 stu-
dents who had taken “English as Second
Language’ classes; it was an attempt, ulti-
mately futile, to find illegal aliens who had
voted. Republicans issued overly broad sub-
poenas asking for sensitive political infor-
mation from the Sanchez campaign and oth-
ers without agreeing on a protocol for its use
and distribution.

Initially, Mr. Dornan issued subpoenas in
his own name.53 The United States District
Court ordered their recall54 as ““irregular on
their face.”” Among other documents, Mr.
Dornan wanted student records protected by
the Privacy Act from a Florida company
hired by the Immigration and Naturalization
Service to conduct citizenship classes. Mr.
Dornan altered one of the recalled subpoenas
to make it appear as if it had been signed by
a Florida judge. He then used the altered
subpoena to convince the company to turn
over the private records. Despite written
promises to keep the records sealed, Mr. Dor-
nan opened the records and made them pub-
lic.

On May 1, 1997, Congresswoman Sanchez
and her attorneys filed objections with the
House Oversight Committee based on Mr.
Dornan’s use of the altered subpoena. The
Committee refused to consider her objec-
tions. In fact, the Committee approved 24
new subpoenas issued by Mr. Dornan by or-
dering the individuals to comply.

Overly broad subpoenas

To be legitimate, a subpoena calls only for
pertinent and admissible information with a
fair degree of specificity.

Many of the subpoenas issued by the Re-
publicans have been overly broad and bur-
densome. The Education and the Workforce
Committee subpoenaed all the minutes of
every Board meeting of the International
Brotherhood of Teamsters for the past seven
years and virtually all of its financial
records for the period 1991 through 1997. The
documents requested include all sorts of
matters (discussions of collective bargaining
strategies, etc.) unrelated to the investiga-
tion of the 1996 Teamsters elections. The
Teamsters estimated that the original sub-
poena would require them to produce be-
tween one and five million pages of docu-
ments in order to comply. They were given
14 days to comply. Then the committee had
to revoke the original subpoena, because Re-
publican staff had altered it after the com-
mittee had voted. The second subpoena was
identical but gave the Teamsters only one
week to comply. When the Teamsters sought
to negotiate the scope of document demands,
Education and the Workforce counsel first
threatened them with contempt.55 Only with-
in the last week have Republicans begun to
discuss limiting their demand.

In the same fashion, Education and the
Workforce subpoenaed from the Democratic
National Committee all records of fundrais-
ing phone calls to labor leaders from Janu-
ary 1995 through December 1997. The sub-
poena asks for phone calls to all labor lead-
ers; it is not confined to the Teamsters who
are under investigation. Recently, Repub-
licans agreed to limit phone calls to the
AFL-CIO, SEIU, AFSCME and Teamsters.
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But the subpoena still demands information
about all fundraising calls, not limited to
the Carey campaign, and not even limited to
the 1996 election cycle.

The Committee on Government Reform
and Oversight followed the same model when
it subpoenaed the Democratic National Com-
mittee on March 4, 1997 with an astonish-
ingly broad demand. It called for all DNC
records relating to its senior staff (including
memos dealing with internal budgeting,
campaign strategies, media buys, issue and
advertising strategies, and other political
activities totally unrelated to the matters of
fund-raising that the Committee is inves-
tigating) and for all DNC phone records from
January 20, 1993 forward, again without even
limiting the scope to matters related to
fund-raising.s¢

The purpose here is obvious: to cast a wide
enough fishing net to capture all sorts of in-
teresting but irrelevant tidbits (like cam-
paign strategies) and to force the Demo-
cratic National Committee to devote its re-
sources to comply (or to fight) the overly
broad subpoena.

Chairman Burton also subpoenaed the
White House for all phone records from Air
Force One and Air Force Two and all records
of visitors to the White House since 1993.57
These demands for documents were not lim-
ited to matters related to fund-raising or
matters relevant to the committee’s inves-
tigation; moreover, in making the demand,
there was no consideration given to national
security or the Clinton family’s privacy.

The Resource Committee follows the Re-
publican script on overly broad subpoenas.
Chairman Young of the Resources Commit-
tee has repeatedly made document demands
from the Interior and Agriculture Depart-
ments which are aimed at intimidating those
departments and coercing them into making
decisions which are advantageous to their
Republican constituency. In its investigation
of Forest Service timber sales, the Commit-
tee demanded documents from the Forest
Service indicating every agency contact
with environmentalists and subpoenaed
records of all contacts by the white House
Council on Environmental Quality. The
Committee also issued overly broad subpoe-
nas in its Grande Escalante Monument in-
vestigation, demanding even those docu-
ments that reflect advice to and policy delib-
erations of the President, Vice President and
their senior advisors. In the Tucson Rod and
Gun Club investigation, the Committee
issued six recess subpoenas to the Forest
Service again asking for extensive informa-
tion beyond the scope of the investigation.

These subpoenas intentionally overwhelm
the agency staffs required to respond to
these multiple unfocused investigations, de-
priving them of the time necessary to carry
out their other duties. They also do great
damage to the right of confidentiality and
security of their conversations, meetings,
and decisions.

Contempt of Congress

A person who has been subpoenaed to
produce documents and fails to do so may be
guilty of a misdemeanor punishable by a fine
of up to $1,000 and imprisonment for up to 1
year.5® This is contempt of Congress and it is
a serious criminal offense.

Because it is a serious criminal offense, the
courts have been asked to review criminal
convictions. Committees do not have to ac-
cord all the protections the court must but
certain standards have to be met before a
contempt citation will be sustained.

Federal courts have held that to prove con-
tempt requires Congress to show that the
subpoenaed documents are pertinent. The
United States Court of Appeals for the Third
Circuit explained the term “‘pertinent’’: ‘“two
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separate elements must appear before
pertinency is established: (1) that the mate-
rial sought or answers requested are related
to a legislative purpose which Congress could
constitutionally entertain; and (2) that such
material or answers fell within the grant of
authority actually made by Congress to the
investigating committee. . . *’5°

The last element is significant and has
been amplified. The fact that a committee is
engaged in an investigation within the com-
mittee’s jurisdiction does not make valid a
specific subpoena issued by the committee.
As the Supreme Court stated: ‘“Validation of
the broad subject matter under investigation
does not necessarily carry with it automatic
and wholesale validation of all individual
questions, subpoenas, and document de-
mands.”’ 60

And the courts have also ruled that before
a committee can properly adopt a contempt
resolution, the committee must hear the ob-
jections—including the claim that the sub-
poena is overly broad and asks for material
that is not pertinent to the investigation—
and must formally dispose of the objections.

The committees have been a little quick
on the trigger to threaten criminal con-
tempt. In the Education and the Workforce
investigations, subpoenas issued to the
Teamsters and the DNC demanded massive
amounts of documents to be produced within
one week. Before the Republicans negotiated
either the scope or timing of the subpoenas,
they threatened to cite the organizations
with contempt of Congress if they failed to
comply in full.

Chairman Hoekstra showed he was also
quick to threaten contempt in the American
Workers Project investigation in which his
staff had requested meetings with several
Labor Department officials. The Labor De-
partment people asked that Democratic staff
be included in the meeting. Chairman Hoek-
stra promptly wrote to the Secretary of
Labor, reminding her that: ““An agency has a
legal obligation to comply with the chair-
man’s oversight request. Under 18 U.S.C.
1505: ‘Whoever . . . obstructs, or impedes . . .
the due and proper exercise of the power of
inquiry under which any inquiry or inves-
tigation is being had by either House, or any
committee of either House . . . shall be fined
not more than $5,000 or imprisoned not more
than five years, or both.”””

The Resources Committee found a creative
way to use the holiday calendar to constrict
further the 10 days they gave the Democratic
National Committee to comply with broad
subpoenas in the Hudson casino investiga-
tion. It had the feel of setting up a contempt
citation. On Thursday, December 18, 1997,
Resources Committee Chairman Don Young
(R-AK), issued broad subpoenas for docu-
ment production to eight individuals: Roy
Romer, DNC Chairman; Don Fowler, former
DNC Chairman; Eric Kleinfeld, Clinton-Gore
’96; and five people at the law firm of O’Con-
nor and Hannan. The Committee made no
prior effort to obtain the documents volun-
tarily by letter request but simply issued the
subpoenas. Document delivery was demanded
immediately after the holiday weekend, on
Monday, December 29 at noon.

TARGETING POLITICAL ENEMIES

“If Organized Labor launches a $35 million
campaign against you, you’re not going to lay
down and play dead.”%2—House Judiciary
Committee Chairman Henry Hyde (R-111.)

“I’m after him [President Clinton].”” 63—House
Government Reform and Oversight Commit-
tee Chairman Dan Burton (R-Ind.)

“This is a matter of consequence when that
contractor is a substantial contributor to the
Democratic party. These things need to be inves-
tigated and people need to come through.’”’ 64—
House Majority Leader Dick Armey (R-Tex.)
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“The focus has got to be on the crimes that
are being committed at the White House,”” one
lawmaker quoted Gingrich as saying, ‘I want
you to forget the word ‘scandals’ and start
using the word ‘crimes.’” 65

“Unlike Thompson, who sought a degree of
evenhandedness, the more partisan House is
looking almost exclusively at Democratic abuses,
avoiding inquiries into questionable practices
employed by Republicans to raise record-shat-
tering amounts of money in 1996.’ 66
Molten metal

The textbook example of Republicans tar-
geting a political opponent has to be the
Commerce Committee’s ongoing harassment
of Peter Knight. Knight was picked because
he is a friend of and former chief aid to Vice
President Al Gore, and a campaign manager
of the 1996 Clinton-Gore campaign. Repub-
licans on the Commerce Committee tried to
smear Knight first through an investigation
of a company called Molten Metal Tech-
nology, and then through an investigation
into the decision to move the Federal Com-
munications Commission (FCC) into the Por-
tals Building in southwest Washington, D.C.

Molten Metal Technology Inc. hired Peter
Knight, along with several other lobbyists
from both political parties, for strategic ad-
vice in obtaining government contracts.
Knight drew the attention of Rep. Joe Bar-
ton (R-Tex.), the chair of the Commerce
Committee’s oversight subcommittee, be-
cause Knight had previously worked with
Thomas Grumbly. Grumbly was the Depart-
ment of Energy (DOE) Assistant Secretary
for Environmental Management during part
of the time of the Molten Metal contract.
Years before, Grumbly had served as staff di-
rector for a subcommittee of the House
Science Committee when then-Representa-
tive Gore had been chairman (and Peter
Knight, Gore’s chief of staff) and this ‘“‘coin-
cidence” seemed suspicious to the Repub-
lican members of the subcommittee.

DOE is required to dispose of wastes it has
been gathering, and spends over $1 billion on
cleanup and cleanup technologies. Molten
Metal Technology had a unique process for
disposal and won a contract from DOE and,
over the years, the contract was expanded.
Ironically, the DOE made its first contract
with Molten Metal under the Bush Adminis-
tration. Nonetheless, the subcommittee de-
cided to investigate whether Department of
Energy decisions with respect to the Molten
Metal Technology contract were influenced
by Mr. Knight and Democratic campaign
contributions.

The most cowardly aspect of this whole af-
fair was the Republican decision to hold
hearings—even after the investigation failed
to produce evidence of wrongdoing—in order
to make Knight deny in public the allega-
tions the subcommittee knew it couldn’t
prove. The basis for the subcommittee’s cra-
ven decision is on the record. The sub-
committee counsels (chief counsel Mark
Paoletta and counsel Tom DilLenge) wrote an
internal memorandum ‘‘to set forth the key
findings from our investigation of Molten
Metal Technology (‘MMT’) relationship and
contracts with the Department of Energy
(‘DOE’) and to lay out our recommendation
that the Subcommittee hold a hearing on
this matter on October 30.”’67 In summing up
the major findings, the counsels state:
“many of the DOE career people gave signed
statements to the DOE Inspector General’s
Office, swearing that nothing improper oc-
curred with regard to the MMT contract’ 68
and ‘‘most of the career people who were di-
rectly involved in the handling of this
contract . . . believed that CEP [Catalytic
Extraction Processing, a technology used to
treat and recycle radioactively-contami-
nated scrap metal] was a promising tech-
nology for certain mixed wastes and worth
investing in.”’ 69
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The final two conclusions of the counsels
are most damning: ‘“‘Despite the incredible
coincidence of MMT’s political contributions
and favorable DOE contract actions, all par-
ties denied there was any link, and everyone
at DOE (including Grumbly) said there were
no discussions about MMT’s contributions at
all; there also is no documentary evidence to
contradict these assertions.

“Finally, and not surprisingly, we have not
uncovered any intervention or interference
on the part of the Vice President (or his of-
fice) with regard to MMT’s DOE con-
tracts.”” 70

After they confess their failure to prove
any wrongdoing, they move to the question
of whether the subcommittee should hold
hearings. ““The pros of holding such a hear-
ing are . . . (ii) it forces the key players to
deny allegations of misconduct under
oath . . . and (v) will likely generate enor-
mous press coverage . . . The cons of hold-
ing such a hearing are (i) there is no smok-
ing gun, which opens us up to partisan criti-
cism for engaging in a witchhunt or smear of
Democrat[ic] official, lobbyists, and fund-
raising practices . . . and (iv) there are doc-
uments and witnesses that undercut our case
against Grumbly, Knight and MMT which
the minority (and the well-prepared wit-
nesses) certainly will raise.”” 71

Peter Knight testified well into the night
on November 5, 1997.

Chairman Barton recently wrote to certain
government witnesses asking questions for
the official record, saying ‘“‘it will be nec-
essary for you to provide your written re-
sponses in the form of a sworn affidavit,”
even though there is no House requirement
that written responses for a hearing record
be in the form of a sworn affidavit.”2

The Molten Metal hearings brought bad
press on a Democratic campaign manager
(Peter Knight) with ties to the Vice Presi-
dent (Al Gore) and drove into bankruptcy a
company that was developing technology to
clean the environment (Molten Metal Tech-
nology). From the Republicans’ perspective,
it was a triple win. And they ‘‘accomplished”
so much with an allegation they knew they
couldn’t prove and for which they acknowl-
edged the exculpatory evidence was very
strong.

Plus, the subcommittee has already begun
another smear job on Knight. The General
Services Administration, again under the
Bush Administration, recommended the relo-
cation of the FCC to the Portals location.
Republicans have discovered that Peter
Knight received a payment from Franklin
Haney, the owner of the Portals Building,
and this fact somehow raised suspicions at
the subcommittee. The subcommittee has
authorized eight subpoenas to individuals
and several have been issued. But despite
Democratic requests, Republicans have re-
fused to hold a public hearing to get all the
facts out.

Campaign finance

The Government Reform and Oversight
Committee’s campaign finance hearings are
another clear example of partisan target-
ing.”3 Of the 1,063 information requests that
Chairman Burton has made, 1,051 (or 99%)
have been to investigate alleged Democratic
abuses. Seventeen subpoenas were issued to
the Democratic National Committee, only
one was issued to the Republican National
Committee. Of the 1.5 million pages of docu-
ments received to date by the Committee,

73The list of allegations against Democrats is
well-rehearsed in the Government Reform Commit-
tee. For the list of serious Republican abuses see let-
ters from Ranking Member Waxman to Chairman
Burton of March 17, 1997, April 29, 1997, May 8, 1997,
May 15, 1997, June 10, 1997, August 29, 1997, and Janu-
ary 13, 1998.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

less than 2% were in response to requests
about Republican fund-raising abuses.

Several other House committees also de-
manded massive numbers of documents from
the DNC and many of these, of course, dupli-
cated requests made by Senate investigators.
By deluging the Democratic National Com-
mittee with demands for documents, Repub-
licans forced the DNC to hire 22 new employ-
ees—including 10 attorneys—to respond. The
DNC has produced over 450,000 pages of docu-
ments (and had to search through more than
10 million pages to find responsive docu-
ments) just in response to Chairman Bur-
ton’s requests. It cost $5.7 million just to
produce these documents. Another $7.5 mil-
lion was spent on legal fees. That was $13.2
million not spent on voter education or ‘‘get
out the vote” efforts, activities that are the
purpose of the DNC.

Chairman Burton has also targeted state
Democratic parties. In February and March,
1998, the Chairman subpoenaed 14 state
Democratic parties: Arkansas, California,
Florida, Georgia, lllinois, Kansas,’ Louisi-
ana, Maine, Michigan, New Hampshire, New
York, North Carolina, Ohio, and Pennsyl-
vania.

The Committee asked for all documents re-
lating to certain individuals. Yet despite the
fact that some of the named individuals (e.g.,
Kenneth Wynn) contributed to state Repub-
lican campaigns, Chairman Burton has not
requested any information from state Repub-
lican parties nor issued a single subpoena to
a state Republican party.

Most of the information being sought from
Democratic state parties is readily available
through public sources such as state cam-
paign finance reporting agencies. The sub-
poenas impose unnecessary burdens and tie
up Democratic state resources, making
Democrats in those states less competitive
in the next election.

Chairman Burton has been quite vocal
about who he is out to get. Speaking of
President Clinton, he said, “This guy’s a
scumbag. That’'s why I'm after him.””75 He
announced his targeting of Democrats at a
GOPAC luncheon in 1997: “Brashly acknowl-
edging his own partisan motives during this
closed meeting of political allies, Burton
tells the GOPAC crowd that the current
fundraising scandal will turn out to be the
Democrats’ Watergate, resulting in a new
gain of ‘twenty to twenty-four seats’ for the
GOP in next year’s congressional elections.
‘It’s over,” he hollers.”” 76

Chairman Burton’s chief counsel, John P.
Rowley 11, resigned on July 1, 1997 and was
interviewed in the Washington times.”? Mr.
Rowley commented on the role of the inves-
tigative coordinator, David Bossie, (who re-
signed in May, 1998 following the Hubbell
tapes fiasco) saying Bossie ‘“‘was trying to

‘slime’ the Democrats while Mr. Rowley
wanted to ‘follow where the evidence
leads.”””

Mena Airport

In 1995, the Banking Committee began an
inquiry into allegations of illegal activities
in areas of rural Arkansas around Mena Air-
port. It had been rumored that this area of
rural Arkansas had been a center for money
laundering, drug trafficking, and gun run-
ning to the Nicaraguan Contras, operations
associated with DEA informant Barry Seal
with the complicity of the CIA. The Banking
Committee inquiry was described as ‘“‘tan-
gential” to Whitewater, and was supposed to
focus on money laundering. The events oc-
curred during Gov. Clinton’s term. They had
been thoroughly examined by two grand ju-
ries that decided against issuing any indict-
ments.

there is little pretense in any of this inves-
tigation—either through the people inter-
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viewed, the facts gathered, or the numerous
contacts with the agencies—to suggest it
was targeted at money laundering.

Money-laundering was merely a committee
hook to carry on the investigation. The in-
vestigation was clearly aimed at the role of
then-Governor Clinton and the political ac-
tivities of the people surrounding him. It was
part of a pattern of looking and re-looking at
every aspect of Governor Clinton and his as-
sociates. The final report from the majority
staff is still pending.
Ethnic groups

An extremely disturbing form of targeting
has been aimed at certain ethnic groups. Re-
publicans on the House Oversight Committee
targeted Latino voters in the Sanchez-Dor-
nan election probe, and many of the House
and Senate campaign finance investigations
have focused on Asian-Americans. According
to the Wall Street Journal, “nearly 300 peo-
ple with Asian-sounding names’ were sub-
poenaed.”® In many cases, committees were
careless about identifying the right person
with the Asian-sounding name. The Govern-
ment Reform and Oversight Committee in
October 1997 subpoenaed the phone records of
Mrs. LiPing Chen Hudson 79, though the com-
mittee was interested in a different LiPing
Chen. In fact, the Hudsons had not been in-
volved in any political campaign this decade.
The carelessness caused some to wonder if
Asian-Americans were being targeted in
order to chill their political participation.so

ABUSE OF INDIVIDUAL’S RIGHTS

“You wake up with a knot in your stomach,
and you wonder what your kid’s friends say to
him. My wife obsesses about it.””8l.—Peter
Knight

“This is unbelievable . . . | have no idea why
they have my name.”’ 82—Professor Wang

In testimony before the House Rules Com-
mittee last year,83 Rep. John Dingell (D-
Mich.) described what a congressional inves-
tigation is like from the perspective of the
witness: ‘I don’t know how many in this
room have participated in congressional in-
vestigations, but they are a rather scary
event. You [the witness] are up there very
much alone. You may have a counsel
present, but that counsel can only advise
you as to your rights. He can’t defend you.
And the rights that you have in an appear-
ance before a congressional committee are
far less, far less, than the rights that you
have when you appear in court. A Member of
Congress under the Speech and Debate clause
can say almost anything he want to you. He
can abuse you. He can make some of the
most scandalous and outrageous charges. He
can deny you the real right to respond to the
questions and answer charges that are made
in his comments to you, about you. It is ter-
rifying and it is oftentimes a demeaning ex-
perience.”” Despite this testimony. Repub-
licans repealed a long-standing right of sub-
poenaed witnesses before congressional com-
mittees—a right installed in House rules in
response to the excesses of the McCarthy
era—the right to turn off the TV cameras.
When they took away one of the few rights
left to witnesses, Republicans indicated how
reckless they may be with the reputations of
the individuals they call up before congres-
sional committees.

They proved it in the Commerce Commit-
tee campaign against Peter Knight and Mol-
ten Metal Technology (MMT). The Sub-
committee on Oversight and investigations
decided to conduct a public hearing just so
that Knights and MMT would be compelled
to deny the unproved charges under oath and
before the press. The bullying behavior of
committees obviously wastes taxpayer dol-
lars, diverts committee resources away from
legitimate oversight, but it also unfairly
harms the reputations of individuals and
businesses.
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Knight found his picture in the paper be-
side allegations of misconduct and illegal in-
fluence. ““You wake up with a knot in your
stomach, and you wonder what your Kids’s
friends say to him. My wife obsesses about
it.”’84 Peter Knight now says. And Knights
young son, Zachary, was sucked into the in-
vestigation because the chairman of Molten
Metal Technology, William Hanley 11, had
given a gift of stock to the boy. Readily
available documents proved the Molten
Metal executive gave similar gifts to family
members of other associates of Molten
Metal. ““At week’s end the Republican staff
on the House Commerce Committee set a
new low in scandal-mongering by activating
a youth crimes division, smearing Knight's
13-year old son.”’ 85

The harm to Molten Metal Technology was
devastating. Molten Metal was demonstrat-
ing its technology at Oak Ridge; the com-
pany was setting up three wastes-disposal
plants in Texas and Tennessee. The growing
pains left the company cash poor. Other pri-
vate companies interested in the environ-
mental cleanup business, such as Westing-
house, Fluor Daniel and Lockheed Martin,
were discussing joint ventures with MIT.
“The Republicans began leaking their alle-
gations about Knight and Molten Metal just
as the company was trying to attract inves-
tors. With the investigation in full swing,
the investors grew skittish.’’ 86

Unable to attract investors while the
smear campaign was swirling, the company
was cash starved. Molten Metal Technology
filed for bankruptcy in December. MMT was
forced to lay off 221 employees, including
half of its workforce in Waltham and Fall
River, Massachusetts, and 45 workers in
Texas. The promising new technology and
the new waste-disposal plants (like the $70
million site planned for Bay City, Texas) are
on hold. The human costs are impossible to
quantify.

Carelessness

Some committees in the House have be-
smirched reputations by accident. In some
cases, careless and mistaken subpoenas were
served at the place of employment causing
embarrassment and other consequences. In
September 1997, a U.S. marshal served a sub-
poena on a Brian Kim, a mail carrier from
Downey, California, at his place of work, the
U.S. Post Office. Unfortunately, Brian Kim
the mail carrier was the wrong Brian Kim.
His supervisor was convinced that Kim had
done something wrong. Kim contacted the
Committee by telephone and was told to
write a letter proving he was the wrong per-
son. Kim wrote the letter but the committee
never apologized to Kim and never cleared up
the confusion with his supervisor.

Instead of gathering information from a
Los Angeles DNC contributor, Chi Ruan
Wang, the Government Reform and Over-
sight Committee subpoenaed the bank
records of a respected Georgetown Univer-
sity history professor, Chi Wang.8” Eventu-
ally, the Committee withdrew the subpoena.
However, the Committee never apologized to
Professor Wang and, in fact, compounded its
error by denying they made a mistake to the
press, leaving the impression that Professor
Wan may not be the wrong person. When
asked directly if the subpoena was a mistake
by the Los Angeles Times, a Republican
spokesman was quoted as saying: ‘“We’re not
sure we made one . . . Whether he deserves a
subpoena or not, we haven’t decided. We’ve
put it on hold.”’ 88

A Department of Agriculture employee was
the unfortunate victim of carelessness. Jus-
tice Department filings in prosecutions of
four Agriculture employees for misdemeanor
election law violations identified three and
referred to the fourth only as a “‘political ap-
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pointee.” Investigators from the Agriculture
Subcommittee on Department Operations,
Nutrition, and Foreign Agriculture decided
to guess which individual at the Department
was the ‘“‘political appointee.” They guessed
wrong.

On September 5, 1996, the political ap-
pointee they guessed was subpoenaed to ap-
pear before the subcommittee and a list of
the subpoenaed individuals, including his
name, was made public. After the sub-
committee investigator learned he had
guessed the wrong person, the subcommittee
met again on September 12 to reissue the
subpoenas and subsequently released a sec-
ond list with the ““correctly’ identified indi-
vidual’s name substituted. The subcommit-
tee made no effort to explain or apologize for
its mistake or to clear the reputation of the
erroneously subpoenaed individual.
Depositions

It is intimidating to be called to appear be-
fore a congressional panel. Most people are
deposed by Members or staff before a deci-
sion is made to call them as witness. Even if
you are not called back to testify at a hear-
ing, the deposition can be costly. Travel
costs, missed work, preparation time, and
legal representation are all costs that may
be shouldered by the individual. These costs
run as high as $10,000 per day of deposition.

People can be asked anything at a deposi-
tion; they can be bullied and badgered. Mar-
sha Scott, deputy director of the White
House Office of Personnel, had been a cooper-
ative witness. Scott gave over 18 hours of
deposition testimony before the Senate in-
vestigation and then was deposed by the
House Government Reform and Oversight
Committee. She was deposed for three more
full days at the House committee and the
majority insisted a fourth day would be re-
quired just to go over her conversations with
White House counsel’s office about a memo
she had written. She offered instead to pro-
vide the Committee with a sworn affidavit
about the conversation but her offer was re-
jected. She appeared for the fourth day but
when the Committee chose to ask about ev-
erything except the conversation, on the ad-
vice of counsel, Scott ended the deposition.
Hours later, Rep. DAVID MCINTOSH (R-IN),
chair of a Government Reform and Oversight
subcommittee, called a hearing for 8:00 p.m.
that night and Chairman Burton subpoenaed
Marsha Scott to appear. The rules of the
House require seven days notice, except in
extraordinary cases, before a public hearing
can be held.

In a deposition, staff may pursue questions
far removed from the scope of the fund-rais-
ing investigation, often prying into people’s
private lives. Yusaf Kharpa, a former White
House intern, was asked for the name of his
girlfriend. Karen Hancox, an employee in the
White House Office of Political Affairs, was
asked “‘Did you ever receive a drug test?” At
times the questions are so far afield, they
seem absurd. Janice Enright, special assist-
ant to deputy chief of staff Harold Ickes, was
asked to describe the type of car she drives.8®
Dick Morris was asked about others at the
White House including these two questions:
“You hail from New York as Mr. Ickes does.
Are you familiar with his—do you have any
personal knowledge about any legal prob-
lems in his background?°

“Did there come a time when Mr.
Stephanopoulus told you about the discovery
of life on Mars?9t

Here is a Member deposing a former Inte-
rior Department official:

“Member: One of your sentences was, ‘I
don’t believe there is a shred of evidence
that Mr. Ickes ever called the Secretary.” Is
that correct?

Witness: Yes.
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Member: Was that because it had been
shredded. . . .?

Witness: No.

Member: You are not aware of that?

Witness: No.

Member: And you did not do any?

Witness: No.

Member: Or did you?’’92

CONCLUSION

The Republican Congress has diverted sig-
nificant amounts of time and money away
from the important issues before the United
States Congress into an endless politically-
motivated investigations.

It is certainly the case that some of the in-
vestigations detailed in this report involve
serious allegations of wrongdoing. But what
the Republicans leading the House commit-
tees should be doing is initiating fair-mind-
ed, serious inquiries, not politically-moti-
vated smear campaigns, manipulated by
party leaders and designed to create mul-
tiple press opportunities rather than to get
out the facts.

Speaker Gingrich complained, shortly
after Chairman Burton released doctored
transcripts of the Hubbell tapes, about too
much attention being paid to the commit-
tees, ““to those who seek the truth” in
Speaker Gingrich’s words. His characteriza-
tion begs the question: are the investigating
committees seeking the truth?

Truth is not sought when the political
leaders who instigate these investigations
make up their minds in advance of the evi-
dence and when they make their intentions
obvious by telling the committee chairmen.
The objectivity of these investigations must
be questioned when those in charge of find-
ing the truth tell us to ‘‘forget the word
‘scandals’ and start wusing the word
‘crimes’,”’®3 in the words of Newt Gingrich.
Or, in the words of House Government Re-
form and Oversight Committee Chairman
Dan Burton, speaking about President Clin-
ton, “This guy’s a scumbag. That's why I'm
after him.”’94

These investigations are not about finding
the truth. They are about suppressing voices.
They are about harassing labor unions, envi-
ronmental groups, even the Catholic Char-
ities. They are about draining the resources
of Democratic national and state-wide cam-
paign organizations. They are about intimi-
dating Asian-Americans from participating
in politics. They are about frightening
Latino voters from registering or entering
the polls. They are about carelessly inves-
tigating the wrong people and never apolo-
gizing, unconcerned about the damage to
their reputations. They are about helping
friends of the Republicans, subpoenaing le-
gally protected documents and leaking them
to friendly private litigants.

And finally, they are about wasting tax-
payer dollars and abusing the vast investiga-
tive powers of congressional committees to
run the biggest negative smear campaign in
the history of the United States.

Joe McCarthy would have been proud of
this Republican Congress.
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Mr. Speaker, the Legislative Branch
appropriations bill, which is otherwise
a good bill, contains another $8 million
for replenishing the Republican inves-
tigation slush fund. The gentleman
from Maryland (Mr. HOYER) came to
the Committee on Rules yesterday
with an amendment which would pro-
hibit the expenditure of any of these
funds in the new fiscal year that begins
on October 1. His amendment would
not have deleted these funds. It would
have merely prohibited their disburse-
ment without a vote of the House. Mr.
Speaker, this is a sensible amendment
and it is one that should be debated.

The Committee on Rules has other-
wise reported a fair rule for the consid-
eration of this bill, but the Hoyer
amendment is one that matters a great
deal to the Democratic Members of
this House. We have seen far too many
partisan witch-hunts in this body in
the past year and a half. We would
hope in a new Congress that Democrats
and Republicans could decide in a less
highly charged atmosphere if it is in
the best interests of the House to con-
tinue to use a slush fund for committee
investigations. The Democrats on the
Committee on Rules have asked our
Republican colleagues to consider the
requests for further funding by com-
mittees in the regular legislative proc-
ess, requiring a vote of the full House.
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We have been repeatedly denied this
opportunity. We are asking that the
Republican leadership step back and
allow the House to consider funding for
investigations on a case-by-case basis
that serves the best interests of this in-
stitution and the American people.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, |
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, | appreciate the gentle-
man’s concerns about the reserve fund.
However, this debate would have been
more appropriate at the time the fund
was created.

In my mind it makes good business
sense for the House to be prepared for
the unexpected by establishing a con-
tingency fund. It is common practice
among businesses, and there is no rea-
son that the House should not adopt
sound business practices.

Mr. Speaker, | would point out that
this fund is accountable. The House
Committee on Oversight controls these
dollars, and a vote of the committee is
required to expend the money. It is all
very public. What is unfortunate is
that there are so many questionable
activities that call for congressional
investigation which require the use of
this money. It is also unfortunate that
we have witnessed a lack of coopera-
tion in these investigations which has
made them much more time consuming
and expensive.

The Legislative Branch bill is bipar-
tisan. There is no reason to drag down
this bill with politically charged de-
bate.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Oregon
(Mr. BLUMENAUER).

Mr. BLUMENAUER. | thank the gen-
tleman for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, in my previous life as
the public works commissioner for the
city of Portland, Oregon, it was my
pleasure to work with our community
to implement programs to promote
transit as has been encouraged for
years by Federal policy.

O 1230

These programs enjoyed widespread
support from the business community,
from private citizens, from govern-
ment, and they have made a difference
in promoting the quality of life in our
city.

When | was elected to Congress a
couple years ago, | was surprised; no,
let me say | was shocked, to find out
that what the Federal Government had
been encouraging local communities to
do, what the Federal Government had
been encouraging other people in the
Washington metropolitan area to do,
what the United States Senate had
done for the last 6 years, | was unable
to do as a Member of Congress. | could
give free parking to everybody who
worked for me, worth over $1,500 a
year, but | could not give a partial
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transit subsidy for the people who
choose not to drive to work.

I set about trying to find out why
this was and to fix it. | have introduced
legislation, House Resolution 37 that
has now been cosponsored by a major-
ity of the House, indeed 230 people al-
ready, that would make it optional for
Members to at least provide this for
their employees who wish to do it.

I have surveyed every one of the
House agencies, there are 15 of them, to
see if they support it, if they could af-
ford it, if they want it, and | have been
told unanimously that they thought it
was good for the institution, that it
was good for their employees, it was
good for the environment.

I am pleased to note that this bill be-
fore us today, the rule of which we are
debating, would finally, by an amend-
ment from the Committee on Appro-
priations, would have put this in place,
and | commend the committee and the
Members who brought it forward so
that we can short-circuit the legisla-
tive process and get on with business.

| appeared before the Committee on
Rules, trying to protect this provision
because | heard a rumor that somebody
may object. Evidently that may occur.
| think it would be unfortunate if the
welfare of our employees gets caught
up in some sort of jurisdictional battle.

This has been authorized by Congress
for the last half dozen years, and many
of the employees on the Hill, as well as
100,000 Federal employees, already ben-
efit from it.

I would hope that we would find a
way in our wisdom to not hold our em-
ployees hostage to the machinations of
the House, and, as a new Member, |
plead guilty of maybe not understand-
ing them in their entirety, but when
we have the second most congested
area in the United States in metropoli-
tan Washington, D.C., when we are cry-
ing about traffic congestion and park-
ing on the Hill, when we are talking
about throwing billions of dollars to
try and repair Washington, D.C., |
would hope that the Members of this
House could somehow find it in their
conscience or their creativity to make
sure that we implement this little
piece of Federal policy so that the
Members of Congress will not be the
only ones who deny it to their employ-
ees.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from
New York (Mr. WALSH) the chairman of
the subcommittee.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentlewoman, my colleague from
Ohio (Ms. PRYCE), for yielding time and
for the hard work and, | believe, fair
rule that was provided to us by the
Committee on Rules.

I rise in strong support of this rule
and | ask my colleagues to support it.
I want to first thank the chairman of
the Committee on Rules, the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. SOLOMON)
and ranking member, the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. MOAKLEY) for
providing this structured rule leading
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to general debate on the fiscal year
1999 legislative branch appropriations
bill. 1 will withhold particulars of the
legislation until we get into the gen-
eral debate portion of our discussion
today, although | may be compelled to
respond to some of the criticism that
will be leveled in a very partisan man-
ner, | think, on this bill. It really is
not criticism that belongs in this bill,
but nevertheless | will be prepared to
respond.

Let me clearly state, however, that
we have produced a solid bipartisan
piece of legislation. | note that the
gentleman from Texas, a member of
the Committee on Rules, also noted
that, and we had hoped that we could
keep it that way, and | hope that when
all the debate is over that is what this
will be, a bipartisan bill, because we
really did make an effort to reach out
across the aisle and include the needs
and concerns of all Members.

This bill, | believe, meets the needs
of the House and the legislative branch
for the upcoming year. It is a fiscally-
sound bill presenting only a 1.7 percent
increase over last year.

Now, under law, we are required to
provide all legislative branch employ-
ees with a little over 3 percent increase
cost of living allowance. So by provid-
ing that increase, and everyone who is
eligible will receive it, the bill is still
only less than a 2 percent increase over
last year.

We continue to downsize the legisla-
tive branch. Indeed we will have 438
fewer employees next year than we will
this year. Over the past 4 years or 5
years, rather, we have reduced full-
time equivalent employees by over 15
percent.

People have said that if we are going
to downsize government that the legis-
lative branch should lead by example. |
believe that we have. But we have done
it in a sensitive way. We have provided
the Architect and the Government
Printing Office the opportunity to give
their employees the option to leave and
to provide them with a buyout so that
the employees would be helped in the
process and the management could
manage this transition. | think we
have really attempted to do the right
thing.

The rule provides for one motion to
recommit, but | am hopeful that that
will not be necessary. The subcommit-
tee worked very hard to develop a bal-
anced bill, and to the best of our abil-
ity this bill takes into consideration
the concerns of Members on a variety
of problems. Let us move forward now
in this process and support the rule.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from West
Virginia (Mr. WISE).

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, when | came
on the floor and heard some previous
statements about lack of cooperation
from the Democrats in investigations, |
have to respond.

I am a member of the Committee on
Government Reform and Oversight,
and | have to say that this is a perfect
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example of where taxpayer money has
been wasted, and it has been wasted,
Mr. Speaker, because the majority
party, the Republican Party, would
refuse to conduct investigations in a
bipartisan manner.

Let me give my colleagues some ex-
amples:

If my colleagues recall, this was to be
an election reform and to be looking at
many of the areas of concern, particu-
larly coming out of the 1996 elections.
Well, Democrats raised a lot of soft
money then, and a lot, most, of the al-
legations deal with soft money. What is
never pointed out is Republicans raised
more soft money, and so we said let us
make it fair because there are allega-
tions about Republicans just as there
are allegations about Democrats. Five
hundred subpoenas were issued almost
unilaterally by the chairman of the
committee, which | might add is an un-
precedented exercise of that authority,
never done before, 500 subpoenas of
which almost all, and | believe there
may have been 12 that went to Repub-
lican targets, but almost all went to
Democratic targets.

We then asked, ““Well, why don’t we
at least have bipartisanship in voting
for subpoenas, which has always been
the practice?”” No, could not do that,
had to be done by the chairman.

Talk about delay. There were com-
plaints because Democrats would not
vote immunity for 4 witnesses, which
Democrats finally did vote just yester-
day or 2 days ago because we finally
got some agreements from Republicans
about making it fair.

Talk about taxpayer waste. We voted
to support the Republican majority on
immunity for previous witnesses and
found out that when they were immu-
nized they then, the Republican major-
ity, made such a hash of it that one of
the witnesses now will not be able to be
prosecuted for possible crimes that
came out under that.

Talk about taxpayers losing money
and taxpayer waste. That is why a lot
of us are concerned about this Congress
that wants to be a Congress of inves-
tigation and not legislation, while
meanwhile, I might add, health care
bill of rights, nobody is passing that,
nothing done on a tobacco bill, cam-
paign reform, nothing being done.

That is why some of us question
whether this is a good use of funds.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, |
reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. HOYER).

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. FROST)
for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Speaker, the chairman of the
committee rose and said this is a bipar-
tisan bill, and he is correct in that as-
sertion, it is a bipartisan bill. Within
the constraints of the funds available,
the chairman and ranking member
have tried to work a bill that respon-
sibly allows the legislative branch of
government to proceed and allows this
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body to maintain its responsibilities to
its employees. | am sure the chairman
and each of us that serves on this sub-
committee, as well as our ranking
member, could have made additions to
this bill, had resources been available
which we think would have enhanced
this bill and given to the legislative
branch a better ability to do its job;
however, those constraints exist.

Mr. Speaker, | rise, however, express-
ing disappointment in this rule. Basi-
cally the rule is one that tries to facili-
tate the consideration of this bill. |
had, however, offered an amendment
which | did not offer in subcommittee,
but which | wanted to offer on the
floor. That amendment would have pro-
vided for the increased expenditures al-
located to various committees, for rea-
sons presumably not anticipated at the
time, that this House passes a funding
resolution out of the Committee on
House Oversight, on which | also serve.

Mr. Speaker, this so-called emer-
gency funding, very frankly, was in-
cluded for the purposes of getting the
House oversight’s funding resolution
below certain targets so that certain
people on the floor of the House would
vote for it on the contention that it
was not more funding than occurred
pursuant to their plan; which is simply
to say it was a device to shift some $8
million out of the bill and to a fund
that has been referred to as a slush
fund, but suffice it to say a fund out of
which nonanticipated expenditures for
committees can be funded.

Let me first of all say that is a not
an unreasonable effort; that is to say,
to provide funding for unanticipated
needs. In fact, we have a very legiti-
mate example of this Congress acting
in the fashion that | think is appro-
priate and that would be provided for
by my amendment, had it been al-
lowed, and that was before the Com-
mittee on Rules. A hearing was held on
the funding of the special committee to
oversee China, the so-called Cox-Dicks
committee. The Committee on Rules
had an extended hearing, adopted a
rule, and made a proposal, and we
adopted a resolution on the floor by
vote of the Congress, by the House of
Representatives. There is, Mr. Speaker,
in my opinion no reason why that
should not be done for every commit-
tee.

Now the gentleman from West Vir-
ginia (Mr. WiIsSE) got up and was speak-
ing about the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform and Oversight’s hearings.
Frankly, they have come to us for a
number of unanticipated expenditures.
In fact, one of the subcommittees, |
think the expenditure was not unan-
ticipated at all; this is the Teamsters’
investigation and labor investigation
generally. It was, however, a way of
getting some extra funding without
having it adopted on the floor of the
House. | think that was unfortunate.

My amendment, if allowed by this
rule, would have simply provided not
that there could not be funding but
that the House of Representatives
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would have to vote on that. Now,
frankly, colleagues who are now in the
majority took over and said that they
wanted to have business done in an
open fashion, and we were going to live
by the rules everybody else had to live
by, and that we would take responsibil-
ity for those expenditures that we
made, and frankly we were going to cut
spending in the House of Representa-
tives.

Lo and behold, they created a fund
that now even the Committee on House
Oversight does not have hearings on.
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Because our chairman, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. THOMAS)
says in fact this is a Speaker’s deci-
sion. We just perform a ministerial
function, which is to say we are a pass-
through. So | tell my friends on both
sides of the aisle, currently that $8 mil-
lion is decided by one person.

Now, if that is the way you think
this House ought to be run, if that is
the way you think the taxpayers’
money ought to be spent, so be it. But
if you believe that the taxpayers’
money, that we all talk so much about,
ought to be appropriated and expended
pursuant to a vote of the representa-
tives of those people who pay those
taxes, then | would suggest to you that
you would defeat this rule and allow
the amendment to go forward, which
does not preclude the expenditure at
all, but simply says that it must be
voted on by all the Members of the
House.

Is that such an unreasonable pro-
posal? Is that such a divergence from
regular order that the Committee on
Rules would decide not to allow that, |
think reasonable and common sense
rule, to be considered by the House?

I regret that | must oppose this rule.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, |
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, in response to the gen-
tleman, there is nothing secret about
these allocations. There is nothing out
of order. Reading from the guidelines
for allocation from the reserve fund, |
will read part three in total of these
procedures:

Committee on House Oversight con-
sideration, number 1, open debate will
occur on the request; number 2, budget
submissions will become public; num-
ber 3, committee vote will determine,
A, allocation of the funds; B, amount of
the allocation; and, C, scope of the
projects.

There a vote, it is public, everything
is above board and open.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield one
minute to the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. HOYER).

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tlewoman will engage in a colloquy to
answer a question, the gentlewoman
heard my representation. The chair-
man of the Committee on House Over-
sight, which you say is public, has indi-
cated ours is simply a ministerial func-
tion; that the vote essentially is taken,
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that is true, and, because this commit-
tee is a 2 to 1 committee, the majority
party always prevails.

Is the gentlewoman aware of the fact
that apparently the chairman believes
this is a decision of the Speaker, and
has articulated that on the record, and
that the vote is simply a pro forma?

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOYER. | yield to the gentle-
woman from Ohio.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. No, I am not
aware of that. | am not aware that is
necessarily the case, because the rules
of the committee state otherwise. The
rules of the committee state this is a
public process, that there is a vote on
it.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, reclaiming
my time, the gentlewoman is abso-
lutely correct. That is what the rules
say. But the chairman said it is pro
forma, which is why we do not have the
chairman come before the committee
and explain these expenditures, unlike
every other expenditure they want to
make. They do not come before the
committee.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield
eight minutes to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. DOGGETT).

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, one of
the real success stories of the environ-
ment in America has been the in-
creased understanding of people across
this country of the importance of recy-
cling. From young students, to retir-
ees, to small businesses, to very large
multi-national companies—all partici-
pate in recycling across this country.

When | go home to my hometown of
Austin, Texas, there will be the blue
recycling containers in front of each
house with bottles and paper and other
goods. When | go by the Texas State
Capitol complex, | find a program in
which some 30,000 State employees are
participating in recycling.

Another example of the success we
have had is something that was origi-
nally started in Austin called Texas
Recycles. Last year that program
proved so successful that it became
America Recycles, and it was cele-
brated right here in our Nation’s Cap-
ital and across the country. We hon-
ored a number of businesses that recog-
nize it is a good business practice to re-
cycle, not only for the environment,
but because it can be a profit center in
eliminating waste.

I noticed in the Washington Post
from last November two retirees from
Silver Spring who were honored in a
““Rewarding Week for Good Recyclers”
as a part of this America Recycles pro-
gram. The same story reported that
now the national recycling rate is 27
percent of eligible trash.

What a contrast, unfortunately, and
the real focus of my remarks today, is
this House of Representatives with the
rest of the country. Instead of being a
national leader on this important envi-
ronmental issue that every American
can understand, simply recycling in-
stead of filling up more landfill and
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garbage, the recycling rate here in the
House borders on zero percent.

The recycling program in the U.S.
House of Representatives, instead of
being a national leader, is indeed a na-
tional disgrace. It is a sharp contrast
with the efforts of retirees and stu-
dents. | think of the many elementary
students that get honored each year by
Keep Austin Beautiful, a program like
many around the country. | can tell
you there is not an elementary school
classroom in Austin that is participat-
ing in the Keep Austin Beautiful pro-
gram, that could not do a better job
than this House Republican leadership
with our recycling program.

Let me tell you a little bit about the
failings and disgraceful nature of this
program. It is very, very difficult to de-
termine whether the source of these
problems is shear incompetence or
total indifference. | tend to view it as
probably more a problem of total indif-
ference and insensitivity to our envi-
ronment, that has characterized so
many of the other attacks on clean air
and clean water on the floor of this
House.

But what has happened during the
course of this House Republican leader-
ship, which is now entering, | guess it
is on about the second half of its fourth
year, is that for three years of this
three-and-a-half year administration
there has been no recycling coordina-
tor in the House. They managed to hire
a woman to serve as recycling coordi-
nator for almost six months, but she
was a little too honest for the job, so
she is no longer involved in the pro-
gram.

In December of 1996, concerned about
the lack of a recycling coordinator, |
met face-to-face in my office with Su-
perintendent Miley. He assured me it
was a high priority to hire a recycling
coordinator and make this program
work. Well, it only took another 10
months before they hired the woman
who stayed here for less time than they
posted her job.

Of course, the Superintendent, like
the other people here in the House, can
only establish the priorities and follow
the emphasis of the House Republican
leadership, and that emphasis on recy-
cling is right down there in last place,
zero percent.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DOGGETT. | yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, is the gen-
tleman aware that the Subcommittee
on Legislative of the Committee on Ap-
propriations has made this a priority,
and that, in fact | believe the gen-
tleman mentioned the figure of about
20 percent as being recycled in his
home community, and that is admira-
ble; in my home community it was
closer to 40.

Mr. DOGGETT. That was the na-
tional average, 27 percent. It is much
higher in Austin.

Mr. WALSH. We are recycling about
10,000 tons of material each year, and
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our percentage in the waste stream, it
is in the neighborhood of about 25 to 26
percent.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time, | am glad the gen-
tleman pointed that out, because the
kind of indifference and disinterest in
this subject | am talking about has not
always been true in the House. When
the Democrats controlled the House,
bottle collection since that time and
recycling has dropped 83 percent. Can
collections have only dropped 73 per-
cent. Statistics on paper recycling
have not been completely available, be-
cause when the House attempted to re-
cycle four million pounds of paper, al-
most 90 percent of it was cluttered
with garbage and the recyclers refused
to take it.

I am aware of the gentleman’s sup-
port of the amendment of the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. FARR);
that there are some people, including
the gentleman who is asking the ques-
tions, who are of good faith and con-
cerned about this. But to spend 3.5
years and have 3 of that without any
recycling coordinator, to come into my
office in the past week and be told the
recycling program is suspended, is
truly outrageous. To have this report
which the recycling coordinator pre-
pared, by an honest Pat Dollar, who
was hired here very briefly, prepared,
hidden, secreted, covered up and not re-
leased by the Superintendent’s Office
despite months of requests there, and
to the gentleman from California (Mr.
THOMAS), to not release this informa-
tion is a disgrace.

That secret report, never formally re-
leased, points up that there is so much
confusion around here in the corridors
of these House buildings because many
people do not think there is a recycling
program, because they see so much
garbage cluttering the floor out there.
And when someone has to go through
the recycling, it is pretty clear that ef-
fective recycling is not being done.

The Farr amendment, which | under-
stand the gentleman supports, is a step
in the right direction, but it is a very
modest step. Just devoting some
money to this is not going to solve the
problem. There has to be interest.
There has to be leadership. There has
to be a total and complete change to
adopt the attitude of the school-
children in Austin, Texas, instead of
the attitude of the House Republican
leadership, which has been unwilling to
have this Congress lead the way on re-
cycling.

Let me just say that | believe there
are businesses and schoolchildren and
citizens all over this country that real-
ize that recycling papers, cans, bottles,
anything that will tear, is a win-win
proposition. It is true of numerous Fed-
eral agencies right down the Mall that
recycle, and actually earn thousands of
dollars a year from their recycling pro-
gram.

It is not true of this House. Despite
the fact that out here every day we
have more recycled rhetoric about the
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environment and more recycled old bad
legislative proposals, when it comes to
the simple matter of doing something
about all the trees that get chopped
down for the tons of paper that come
through these halls, just simply seeing
they do not end up in a landfill, that
they get recycled, that very simple
thing that so many American families
are able to do, this family, this House,
has not done, is not doing, is not going
to do until there is a total change of
attitude and some emphasis on and di-
rection from the House Republican
leadership to get the job done.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHooD). The Chair will remind all
persons in the gallery that they are
here as guests of the House, and that
any manifestation of approval or dis-
approval of proceedings is a violation
of the House rules.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, |
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, just so we can all be
clear about this rule and about the
statements made by the gentleman
from Texas regarding the lack of lead-
ership, the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
DoGGETT) did not even come to the
Committee on Rules yesterday to tes-
tify and ask that his amendment be
made in order. His amendment does go
to the issue of recycling. But this rule
does make in order an amendment to
be offered by the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. FARR) which will allow us
to vote to put more money into the re-
cycling program. This issue will re-
ceive fair debate under this rule.

Mr. Speaker, | yield two minutes to
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
WALSH).

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, | really
am amazed that this recycling could
become a partisan issue. It is bizarre.
There is a clear commitment, there
was on the part of the Democrats when
they controlled the House of Rep-
resentatives, and there is on the part of
the Republicans, to recycle our waste.
This should not be a partisan issue.
This is something that all Americans
agree with and support.

I know just from personal experience
when | became Chair of this commit-
tee, one of the things that we set about
to do was to make sure that everyone
understood what the rules were. So we
sent a memo around to all the Mem-
bers’ offices. We also made sure that all
trash cans were labeled, ‘“‘mixed
paper,” ‘“‘wet waste,” ‘fine paper.”’
What it comes down to is the Members.
The Members have to provide the lead-
ership in their own offices to recycle
this waste.

0 1300

I do not understand why this is par-
tisan. This is something we should all
be unified in. Besides, there is the fact
that the amendment that the gen-
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tleman spoke about was accepted. We
accepted the amendment offered by the
gentleman from California (Mr. FARR).
We thought it was a positive develop-
ment.

The fact is that it is the Members,
Republican and Democrat, that have to
show the leadership in their own office
to use their wastebaskets in a proper
way. The Members need to provide the
leadership in their offices, whether
they are Democrats or Republicans or
Independents; we have an Independent
in the House. We all need to make sure
that we put the trash in the right
place.

The cloakrooms are going to follow
suit. We need to organize a little bit
better. The Architect’s office is com-
mitted to this. We have called them in
on the carpet and said we want to get
a concerted effort and focus from the
Architect’s office on it. So clearly, Mr.
Speaker, there is a real commitment
here. This is not a partisan issue. We
need to recycle our waste. It makes
sense. It makes money. It saves us
money. | think we should put this to
rest right now.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. DOGGETT).

Mr. DOGGETT. With regard to the
comments from the gentlewoman from
Ohio, Mr. Speaker, the Committee on
Rules was so enthusiastic about ad-
dressing this problem that they have
allowed us an entire 5 minutes to dis-
cuss the amendment offered by the
gentleman from California (Mr. FARR).
It is the same kind of priority we have
had in 3 of the last 3% years with no re-
cycling coordinator.

With regard to the comments of the
gentleman from New York, that the
problem was the Members, | am sur-
prised that any Member recycles. The
rules that are given out are confusing.
They were sometimes in direct error
with regard to recycling practices. Fur-
thermore, the level of commitment is
such that a few months ago the custo-
dial workers had had to bring their
own plastic liners in order to do recy-
cling.

Member compliance, as was noted in
this secretive report, is a problem be-
cause many Members are not even con-
vinced there is a recycling program. It
is true that all, but | think, 11 Repub-
lican Members of this House, who have
said they were willing to participate in
voluntary recycling, but they are not
given the guidelines, nor are their
staffs, to ensure that this program
works.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 4
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE).

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, | thank the gentleman for
yielding time to me.

Mr. Speaker, it must be an interest-
ing debate for many who are listening
to determine what we might be debat-
ing on, but I think it is important be-
cause this is a very valuable appropria-
tions process; that is, for the legisla-
tive branch appropriations.
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What that really means to our con-
stituents is the services that we pro-
vide in our offices, and in particular, in
our district offices. So this is impor-
tant, that we have caseworkers that
deal with Social Security and veterans’
benefits, Medicare issues, that we help
with immigration issues. In my office
we are very busy. Now that the sum-
mer has come, there are passport
issues.

Frankly, we rise to discuss this be-
cause it has value. Among those val-
ues, of course, is to ensure that we do
the right thing, which includes, as my
colleague has just spoken about, recy-
cling and showing the right example.

I am disappointed in this rule for sev-
eral reasons. One, my good friend, the
gentleman from Oregon (Mr.
BLUMENAUER) was concerned about not
only the environment, but respecting
the options that our employees might
have in traveling to work; that is, in
compliance with keeping the environ-
ment safe and clean, giving them the
opportunity to leave their cars at home
and to take bus passes, as opposed to
driving.

Companies throughout this country
encourage carpooling and using the
buses, but yet, an amendment that
might have done that that was agreed
to by the Committee on Appropriations
now may suffer a point of order be-
cause it was not seen fit in the Com-
mittee on Rules to give it a waiver, so
we could in fact provide this option to
our very dutiful employees who come
every day, and who themselves may
want to use the kind of transportation
services that would give them the op-
tion.

I would additionally say, since |1
think the greatest focus of the legisla-
tive branch appropriations should in
fact be the constituency services that
help you in America get the job done,
I am disappointed, and this document,
I think, that | have before me is about
51 pages that show the politically moti-
vated investigations that we have in
this Congress. At this point in time
they are still going on.

We have the Burton committee, that
has spent already $6 million. None of
that is translated into any constitu-
ency services. It is still going on, and
buried down in this appropriations bill
is more money for a committee that
leaked information out into the public
on one of the witnesses that should not
have ever been leaked.

We have a Teamsters investigation of
working men and women going on, now
$2,530,000. That is buried deeply in this
legislation. More money will be ex-
pended on that. Who knows what we
will get out of it.

My concern, Mr. Speaker, is that |
wish we could have been similar to the
Internal Revenue Service Restructur-
ing and Reform Act rule, which | sup-
port, which gives comfort to Americans
by providing an oversight so that tax-
payers are are protected. That is the
kind of business we should be doing on
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the floor of the House. That is to en-
sure that we do the kind of work that
translates to our constituents.

I think there are 51 pages of politi-
cally motivated investigatory activi-
ties. They have already spent $8 mil-
lion, and now in the appropriations bill
we do not know how much more, and
neither of the committees have
brought about any results.

I would think we would do well to
pass this amendment dealing with the
recycling, to pass the amendment deal-
ing with the issue of the bus passes,
and spend more of our dollars enhanc-
ing the constituency services of our of-
fices.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, | urge a no vote on the
previous question. If the previous ques-
tion is defeated, | will offer an amend-
ment to the rule which would prohibit
use of funds from the reserve fund after
October 1, 1998. The amendment would
allow, however, the payment of obliga-
tions legitimately incurred before the
October 1 deadline.

The effect of the amendment would
be a return to paying for unexpected
costs through an expense resolution ap-
proved by a vote of the House, as we
have in past Congresses.

Mr. Speaker, | include for
RECORD the text of the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

At the end of the resolution, add the fol-
lowing new sections:

““SEC. 2. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of this resolution, it shall be in order to
consider the amendment specified in Section
3 of this resolution. The amendment may be
offered only by Representative Hoyer of
Maryland or his designee, shall not be sub-
ject to amendment, and shall be debatable
for 30 minutes.

SEC. 3. The amendment described in Sec-
tion 2 is as follows:

At the end of the bill, insert after the last
section (preceding the short title) the follow-
ing new section:

SEC. 311. None of the funds made available
in this Act may be used for payments from
the reserve fund for unanticipated expenses
of committees pursuant to clause 5(a) of rule
X1 of the Rules of the House of Representa-
tives, or to pay the salary of any officer or
employee of the House of Representatives
who certifies, approves, or processes any dis-
bursement of funds from any such fund pur-
suant to an allocation approved by the Com-
mittee on House Oversight on or after Octo-
ber 1, 1998.”"

the

THE VOTE ON THE PREVIOUS QUESTION: WHAT IT
REALLY MEANS

This vote, the vote on whether to order the
previous question on a special rule, is not
merely a procedural vote. A vote against or-
dering the previous question is a vote
against the Republican majority agenda and
a vote to allow the opposition, at least for
the moment, to offer an alternative plan. It
is a vote about what the House should be de-
bating.

Mr. Clarence Cannon’s Precedents of the
House of Representatives, (VI, 308-311) de-
scribes the vote on the previous question on
the rule as ‘““a motion to direct or control the
consideration of the subject before the House
being made by the Member in charge.” To
defeat the previous question is to give the
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opposition a chance to decide the subject be-
fore the House. Cannon cites the Speaker’s
ruling of January 13, 1920, to the effect that
“the refusal of the House to sustain the de-
mand for the previous question passes the
control of the resolution to the opposition”
in order to offer an amendment. On March
15, 1909, a member of the majority party of-
fered a rule resolution. The House defeated
the previous question and a member of the
opposition rose to a parliamentary inquiry,
asking who was entitled to recognition.
Speaker Joseph G. Cannon (R-Illinois) said:
“The previous question having been refused,
the gentleman from New York, Mr. Fitzger-
ald, who had asked the gentleman to yield to
him for an amendment, is entitled to the
first recognition.”

Because the vote today may look bad for
the Republican majority they will say ‘‘the
vote on the previous question is simply a
vote on whether to proceed to an immediate
vote on adopting the resolution . . . [and]
has no substantive legislative or policy im-
plications whatsoever.’”” But that is not what
they have always said. Listen to the Repub-
lican Leadership Manual on the Legislative
Process in the United States House of Rep-
resentatives, (6th edition, page 135). Here’s
how the Republicans describe the previous
question vote in their own manual: “Al-
though it is generally not possible to amend
the rule because the majority Member con-
trolling the time will not yield for the pur-
pose of offering an amendment, the same re-
sult may be achieved by voting down the pre-
vious question on the rule . . . When the mo-
tion for the previous question is defeated,
control of the time passes to the Member
who led the opposition to ordering the pre-
vious question. That Member, because he
then controls the time, may offer an amend-
ment to the rule, or yield for the purpose of
amendment.”

Deschler’s Procedure in the U.S. House of
Representatives, the subchapter titled
“Amending Special Rules’’ states: ‘“‘a refusal
to order the previous question on such a rule
[a special rule reported from the Committee
on Rules] opens the resolution to amend-
ment and further debate.” (Chapter 21, sec-
tion 21.2) Section 21.3 continues: ““Upon re-
jection of the motion for the previous ques-
tion on a resolution reported from the Com-
mittee on Rules, control shifts to the Mem-
ber leading the opposition to the previous
question, who may offer a proper amendment
or motion and who controls the time for de-
bate thereon.”

The vote on the previous question on a rule
does have substantive policy implications. It
is one of the only available tools for those
who oppose the Republican majority’s agen-
da to offer an alternative plan.

Mr. Speaker, as | have said, | urge
that the previous question be defeated,
and that we have the opportunity to
offer the Hoyer amendment as part of
this rule.

Mr. Speaker, | yield back the balance
of my time.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, |
yield myself such time as | may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, | would just remind my
colleagues that while this rule is struc-
tured, the amendments it makes in
order are Democratic amendments.

I would also like to remind my col-
leagues that funding for the legislative
branch has been pared down signifi-
cantly over 4 years, resulting in a 15
percent downsizing. The underlying
legislation is bipartisan, and we should
congratulate this subcommittee for
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their hard work by adopting this rule
and moving on to debate the bill.

Mr. Speaker, | yield back the balance
of my time, and | move the previous
question on the resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHoOD). The question is on ordering
the previous question.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present and make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 5 of rule I, further pro-
ceedings on this resolution will be
postponed until later today.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 5 of rule | and the Chair’s
prior announcement, the Chair will
now put the question on the resolu-
tions on which further proceedings
were postponed earlier today.

Votes will be taken in the following
order: House Resolution 491, House
Resolution 485, ordering the previous
question on House Resolution 489, and
adoption of House Resolution 489.

The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes
the time for any electronic vote after
the first such vote in this series.

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF A CONCURRENT RESOLUTION
PROVIDING FOR ADJOURNMENT
OF THE HOUSE AND SENATE
FOR INDEPENDENCE DAY DIS-
TRICT WORK PERIOD

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
pending business is the question de
novo of agreeing to the resolution,
House Resolution 491, on which further
proceedings were postponed.

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the resolution.
The question was taken; and the

Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present and make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 225, nays
188, not voting 20, as follows:

Evi-

[Roll No. 267]
YEAS—225
Aderholt Ballenger Bass
Archer Barr Bateman
Armey Barrett (NE) Bereuter
Bachus Bartlett Bilbray
Baker Barton Bilirakis
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Bliley
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Bryant
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Christensen
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Cook

Cox

Crane
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis (VA)
Deal
DelLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dixon
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Ensign
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Foley
Forbes
Fossella
Fowler
Fox
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Granger
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baesler
Baldacci
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Bentsen
Berman
Berry
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd

Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Capps
Cardin
Carson

Clay

Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger

Hill
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hunter
Hyde

Inglis
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jenkins
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kasich
Kelly

Kim

King (NY)
Kingston
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lucas
Manzullo
McCollum
McCrery
McHugh
Mclnnis
Mcintosh
McKeon
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Moran (KS)
Morella
Myrick
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oxley
Packard
Pappas
Parker
Paul
Paxon
Pease
Peterson (PA)

NAYS—188

Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Condit
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Cummings
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DelLauro
Deutsch
Dicks
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Farr
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Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Redmond
Regula
Riggs

Riley

Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Royce

Ryun
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer, Dan
Schaffer, Bob
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw

Shays
Shimkus
Shuster
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (OR)
Smith (TX)
Smith, Linda
Snowbarger
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stump
Sununu
Talent
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Traficant
Upton
Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wolf

Yates
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

Fattah
Fazio
Filner
Ford
Frank (MA)
Frost
Furse
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Goode
Gordon
Green
Gutierrez
Hall (TX)
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hefner
Hilliard
Hinchey
Holden
Hooley
Hoyer
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
John
Johnson (WI)

Johnson, E. B. Menendez Sawyer
Kanjorski Miller (CA) Schumer
Kaptur Minge Scott
Kennedy (MA) Mink Serrano
Kennedy (RI) Mollohan Sherman
Kennelly Moran (VA) Sisisky
Kildee Murtha Skaggs
Kilpatrick Nadler Skelton
Kind (WI) Neal Slaughter
Kleczka Oberstar Smith, Adam
Klink Obey Snyder
Kucinich Olver Spratt
LaFalce Ortiz Stabenow
Lantos Owens Stark
Lee Pallone Stenholm
Levin Pascrell Stokes
Lofgren Pastor Strickland
Lowey Payne Stupak
Luther Pelosi Tanner
Maloney (CT) Peterson (MN) Tauscher
Maloney (NY) Pickett Taylor (MS)
Manton Pomeroy Thompson
Martinez Poshard Thurman
Mascara Price (NC) Tierney
Matsui Rahall Torres
McCarthy (MO) Rangel Towns
McCarthy (NY) Rivers Velazquez
McDermott Rodriguez Vento
McGovern Roemer Visclosky
McHale Rothman Watt (NC)
Mcintyre Roybal-Allard Waxman
McKinney Rush Wexler
McNulty Sabo Weygand
Meehan Sanchez Wise
Meek (FL) Sanders Woolsey
Meeks (NY) Sandlin Wynn

NOT VOTING—20
Brady (TX) Hamilton McDade
Brown (CA) Hinojosa Millender-
Chenoweth Hulshof McDonald
Cooksey Hutchinson Moakley
Crapo Lampson Reyes
Dingell Lewis (GA) Thomas
Gonzalez Markey Turner
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Ms. WOOLSEY, Ms. CARSON and
Messrs. STARK, CUMMINGS, JEF-
FERSON, HALL of Texas, CLAY, BAR-
CIA and PASCRELL changed their
vote from “‘yea’ to ‘“‘nay.”

So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

0 1330

PROVIDING FOR ADJOURNMENT
OF THE HOUSE FROM JUNE 25,
1998, TO JULY 14, 1998, AND FOR
RECESS OR ADJOURNMENT OF
THE SENATE FROM JUNE 26,
JUNE 27, OR JUNE 28, 1998, TO
JULY 6, 1998

Mr. GOSS. Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 491, 1 offer a privileged concur-
rent resolution (H. Con. Res. 297) and
ask for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the concurrent reso-
lution, as follows:

H. CoN. REs. 297

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the
Senate concurring), That when the House ad-
journs on the legislative day of Thursday,
June 25, 1998, it stand adjourned until 12:30
p.m. on Tuesday, July 14, 1998, or until noon
on the second day after Members are notified
to reassemble pursuant to section 2 of this
concurrent resolution, whichever occurs
first; and that when the Senate recesses or
adjourns at the close of business on Friday,
June 26, 1998, Saturday, June 27, 1998, or Sun-
day, June 28, 1998, pursuant to a motion
made by the Majority Leader, or his des-
ignee, in accordance with this concurrent
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resolution, it stand recessed or adjourned
until noon on Monday, July 6, 1998, or such
time on that day as may be specified by the
Majority Leader or his designee in the mo-
tion to recess or adjourn, or until noon on
the second day after members are notified to
reassemble pursuant to section 2 of this con-
current resolution, whichever occurs first.

SEC. 2. The Speaker of the House and the
Majority Leader of the Senate, acting jointly
after consultation with the Minority Leader
of the House and the Minority Leader of the
Senate, shall notify the Members of the
House and the Senate, respectively, to reas-
semble whenever, in their opinion, the public
interest shall warrant it.

The concurrent resolution was agreed
to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the provisions of clause 5 of rule
I, the Chair announces that he will re-
duce to a minimum of 5 minutes the
period of time within which a vote by
electronic device may be taken on
adoption of the remaining resolutions
on which the Chair has postponed fur-
ther proceedings.

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 4104, TREASURY AND
GENERAL GOVERNMENT APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, 1999

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
pending business is the question de
novo of agreeing to the resolution,
House Resolution 485, on which further
proceedings were postponed earlier
today.

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is the resolution.
The question was taken; and the

Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.
RECORDED VOTE

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, | de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is a
5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 125, noes 291,
not voting 17, as follows:

[Roll No. 268]
AYES—125

Ackerman Castle Edwards
Archer Clay Ehrlich
Armey Clayton Engel
Baldacci Coburn Eshoo
Barton Conyers Fawell
Bass Crapo Foley
Berman Danner Fowler
Bilbray Davis (IL) Fox
Blagojevich Davis (VA) Franks (NJ)
Bliley DeGette Frelinghuysen
Boehlert Delahunt Furse
Bonilla DelLay Gejdenson
Bono Diaz-Balart Gilchrest
Brown (FL) Dixon Gilman
Brown (OH) Doggett Goss
Campbell Dooley Granger
Cardin Dreier Greenwood
Carson Dunn Harman
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Hastert
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hefner
Hobson
Hooley
Horn
Houghton
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Kelly
Kennelly
Kilpatrick
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Linder
Livingston
Lowey
Luther

Abercrombie
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Bachus
Baesler
Baker
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Bateman
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berry
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehner
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brown (CA)
Bryant
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cannon
Capps
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Collins
Combest
Condit
Cook
Costello
Cox

Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Davis (FL)
Deal
DeFazio
DelLauro
Deutsch
Dickey
Dicks
Doolittle
Doyle
Duncan
Ehlers
Emerson
English

Maloney (NY)
McCarthy (MO)
McDermott
McGovern
Mclnnis
McKinney
Millender-
McDonald
Miller (FL)
Minge
Morella
Neal
Nethercutt
Northup
Olver
Oxley
Packard
Parker
Paxon
Pelosi
Porter
Pryce (OH)
Ramstad
Rivers
Roukema

NOES—291

Ensign
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Ewing

Farr
Fattah
Fazio
Filner
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Frank (MA)
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gillmor
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Green
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger

Hill
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hoekstra
Holden
Hostettler
Hoyer
Hunter
Hyde

Inglis
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jenkins
John
Johnson (W1)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kildee

Kim

Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Kucinich
LaFalce
LaHood
Lantos
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lee
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Royce
Sanchez
Schaefer, Dan
Schumer
Shaw
Shays
Slaughter
Solomon
Stabenow
Stokes
Tauscher
Thurman
Tierney
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Waters
Waxman
Wexler
Wicker
Woolsey
Yates
Young (AK)

Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lucas
Maloney (CT)
Manton
Manzullo
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McHale
McHugh
Mclintosh
Mclintyre
McKeon
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (CA)
Mink
Mollohan
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Neumann
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey

Ortiz
Owens
Pallone
Pappas
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul

Payne
Pease
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Portman
Poshard
Price (NC)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Rangel
Redmond
Regula
Riggs
Riley
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan

Rogers Skaggs Taylor (NC)
Rohrabacher Skeen Thomas
Ros-Lehtinen Skelton Thompson
Rothman Smith (MI) Thornberry
Roybal-Allard Smith (NJ) Thune
Rush Smith (OR) Tiahrt
Ryun Smith (TX) Torres
Sabo Smith, Adam Towns
Salmon Smith, Linda Traficant
Sanders Snowbarger Visclosky
Sandlin Snyder Walsh
Sanford Souder Wamp
Sawyer Spence Watkins
Saxton Spratt Watt (NC)
Scarborough Stark Watts (OK)
Schaffer, Bob Stearns Weldon (FL)
Scott Stenholm Weldon (PA)
Sensenbrenner Strickland Weller
Serrano Stump Weygand
Sessions Stupak White
Shadegg Sununu Whitfield
Sherman Talent Wise
Shimkus Tanner Wolf
Shuster Tauzin Wynn
Sisisky Taylor (MS) Young (FL)
NOT VOTING—17
Bonior Hamilton Markey
Brady (TX) Hinojosa McDade
Cooksey Hulshof Moakley
Dingell Hutchinson Reyes
Gonzalez Lampson Turner
Graham Lewis (GA)
0O 1344

Messrs. COMBEST, KINGSTON,
BERRY, THOMAS, GIBBONS,
BOEHNER, WELLER, BLUNT,

ENGLISH of Pennsylvania, SESSIONS,
DUNCAN, CUNNINGHAM,
GALLEGLY, and ROHRABACHER
changed their vote from ‘“‘aye’ to ‘‘no.”’

Mr. OLVER, Ms. WATERS, Ms.
SANCHEZ, and Messrs. DAVIS of Illi-
nois, ENGEL, McGOVERN, and HEF-
NER, Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr. WEXLER,
Mr. BERMAN, Ms. JACKSON LEE of
Texas, and Messrs. DOGGETT, BROWN
of Ohio, and MINGE, Ms. HOOLEY of
Oregon, and Messrs. CLAY, LEACH,
WAXMAN, and STOKES, Mrs. KEN-
NELLY of Connecticut, and Messrs.
VENTO, YATES, CONYERS and
DIXON, Ms. CARSON, and Ms. KIL-
PATRICK changed their vote from
““no’ to “‘aye.”
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So the resolution was not agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 4112, LEGISLATIVE
BRANCH APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
1999

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LaHooD). The pending business is the
question de novo vote on ordering the
previous question on the resolution,
House Resolution 489, on which further
proceedings were postponed earlier.

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on ordering the previous
question.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, on that, |
demand the yeas and nays.
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The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 222, nays
194, not voting 17, as follows:

This

[Roll No. 269]

YEAS—222
Aderholt Gekas Pappas
Archer Gibbons Parker
Armey Gilchrest Paul
Bachus Gillmor Paxon
Baker Gilman Pease
Ballenger Goodlatte Peterson (PA)
Barr Goodling Petri
Barrett (NE) Goss Pickering
Bartlett Graham Pitts
Barton Granger Pombo
Bass Greenwood Porter
Bateman Gutknecht Portman
Bereuter Hall (TX) Pryce (OH)
Bilbray Hansen Quinn
Bilirakis Hastert Radanovich
Bliley Hastings (WA) Ramstad
Blunt Hayworth Redmond
Boehlert Hefley Regula
Boehner Herger Riggs
Bonilla Hill Riley
Bono Hilleary Rogan
Bryant Hobson Rogers
Bunning Hoekstra Rohrabacher
Burr Horn Ros-Lehtinen
Burton Hostettler Roukema
Buyer Houghton Royce
Callahan Hunter Ryun
Calvert Hyde Salmon
Camp Inglis Sanford
Campbell Istook Saxton
Canady Jenkins Scarborough
Cannon Johnson (CT) Schaefer, Dan
Castle Johnson, Sam Schaffer, Bob
Chabot Jones Sensenbrenner
Chambliss Kasich Sessions
Chenoweth Kelly Shadegg
Christensen Kim Shaw
Coble King (NY) Shays
Coburn Kingston Shimkus
Collins Knollenberg Shuster
Combest Kolbe Skeen
Cook LaHood Smith (MI)
Cooksey Largent Smith (NJ)
Cox Latham Smith (OR)
Crane LaTourette Smith (TX)
Crapo Lazio Snowbarger
Cubin Leach Solomon
Cunningham Lewis (CA) Souder
Davis (VA) Lewis (KY) Spence
Deal Linder Stearns
DelLay Livingston Stump
Diaz-Balart LoBiondo Sununu
Dickey Lucas Talent
Doolittle Manzullo Tauzin
Dreier McCollum Taylor (NC)
Duncan McCrery Thomas
Dunn McHugh Thornberry
Ehlers Mclnnis Thune
Ehrlich Mcintosh Tiahrt
Emerson McKeon Traficant
English Metcalf Upton
Ensign Mica Walsh
Everett Miller (FL) Wamp
Ewing Moran (KS) Watkins
Fawell Morella Watts (OK)
Foley Myrick Weldon (FL)
Forbes Nethercutt Weldon (PA)
Fossella Neumann Weller
Fowler Ney White
Fox Northup Whitfield
Franks (NJ) Norwood Wicker
Frelinghuysen Nussle Wolf
Gallegly Oxley Young (AK)
Ganske Packard Young (FL)

NAYS—194
Abercrombie Bishop Capps
Ackerman Blagojevich Cardin
Allen Blumenauer Carson
Andrews Bonior Clay
Baesler Borski Clayton
Baldacci Boswell Clement
Barcia Boucher Clyburn
Barrett (WI) Boyd Condit
Becerra Brady (PA) Conyers
Bentsen Brown (CA) Costello
Berman Brown (FL) Coyne
Berry Brown (OH) Cramer
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Cummings Kilpatrick Poshard
Danner Kind (WI) Price (NC)
Davis (FL) Kleczka Rahall
Davis (IL) Klink Rangel
DeFazio Kucinich Rivers
DeGette LaFalce Rodriguez
Delahunt Lantos Roemer
DelLauro Lee Rothman
Deutsch Levin Roybal-Allard
Dicks Lipinski Rush
Dixon Lofgren Sabo
Doggett Lowey Sanchez
Dooley Luther Sanders
Doyle Maloney (CT) Sandlin
Edwards Maloney (NY) Sawyer
Engel Manton Schumer
Eshoo Martinez Scott
Etheridge Mascara Serrano
Evans Matsui Sherman
Farr McCarthy (MO) Sisisky
Fattah McCarthy (NY) Skaggs
Fazio McDermott Skelton
Filner McGovern Slaughter
Ford McHale Smith, Adam
Frank (MA) Mcintyre Snyder
Frost McKinney Spratt
Furse McNulty Stabenow
Gejdenson Meehan Stark
Gephardt Meek (FL) Stenholm
Goode Meeks (NY) Stokes
Gordon Menendez Strickland
Green Millender- Stupak
Gutierrez McDonald Tanner
Hall (OH) Miller (CA) Tauscher
Harman Minge Taylor (MS)
Hastings (FL) Mink Thompson
Hefner Mollohan Thurman
Hilliard Moran (VA) Tierney
Hinchey Murtha Torres
Holden Nadler Towns
Hooley Neal Velazquez
Hoyer Oberstar Vento
Jackson (IL) Obey Visclosky
Jackson-Lee Olver Waters

(TX) Ortiz Watt (NC)
Jefferson Owens Waxman
John Pallone Wexler
Johnson (WI1) Pascrell Weygand
Johnson, E. B. Pastor Wise
Kanjorski Payne Woolsey
Kennedy (MA) Pelosi Wynn
Kennedy (RI) Peterson (MN) Yates
Kennelly Pickett
Kildee Pomeroy

NOT VOTING—17
Brady (TX) Hutchinson McDade
Dingell Kaptur Moakley
Gonzalez Klug Reyes
Hamilton Lampson Smith, Linda
Hinojosa Lewis (GA) Turner
Hulshof Markey
0 1354

So the previous question was ordered.
The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the resolution.
The question was taken; and the

Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.
RECORDED VOTE

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | demand a
recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 228, noes 188,
not voting 17, as follows:

This

[Roll No. 270]
AYES—228

Aderholt Barton Boehner
Archer Bass Bonilla
Armey Bateman Bono
Bachus Bereuter Bryant
Baker Bilbray Bunning
Ballenger Bilirakis Burr
Barr Bliley Burton
Barrett (NE) Blunt Buyer
Bartlett Boehlert Callahan

Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Cook
Cooksey
Cox

Crane
Crapo
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Ensign
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fawell
Fazio
Foley
Forbes
Fossella
Fowler
Fox
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Granger
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastert

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baesler
Baldacci
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Bentsen
Berman
Berry
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd

Brady (PA)
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Capps
Cardin
Carson
Clay
Clayton
Clement

Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger

Hill
Hobson
Hoekstra
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hyde

Inglis
Istook
Jenkins
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kasich
Kelly

Kim

King (NY)
Kingston
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lucas
Manzullo
McCollum
McCrery
McHugh
Mclnnis
Mclintosh
McKeon
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Moran (KS)
Morella
Myrick
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oxley
Packard
Pappas
Parker
Pastor
Paul

Paxon
Pease
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts

NOES—188

Clyburn
Condit
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Cummings
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DelLauro
Deutsch
Dicks
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Fattah
Filner
Ford
Frank (MA)
Frost
Furse

Pombo
Porter
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Redmond
Regula
Riggs

Riley

Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Royce

Ryun
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer, Dan
Schaffer, Bob
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw

Shays
Shimkus
Shuster
Skeen
Smith (M)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (OR)
Smith (TX)
Smith, Linda
Snowbarger
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stump
Sununu
Talent
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Traficant
Upton
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wolf

Young (AK)
Young (FL)

Gejdenson
Gephardt
Goode
Gordon
Green
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hefner
Hilliard
Hinchey
Holden
Hooley
Hoyer
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
John
Johnson (W1)
Johnson, E. B.
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Klink
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Kucinich Murtha Skaggs
LaFalce Nadler Skelton
Lantos Neal Slaughter
Lee Oberstar Smith, Adam
Levin Obey Snyder
Lipinski Olver Spratt
Lofgren Ortiz Stabenow
Lowey Owens Stark
Luther Pallone Stenholm
Maloney (CT) Pascrell Stokes
Maloney (NY) Payne Strickland
Manton Pelosi Stupak
Martinez Peterson (MN) Tanner
Mascara Pickett Tauscher
Matsui Pomeroy Taylor (MS)
McCarthy (MO) Poshard Thompson
McCarthy (NY) Price (NC) Thurman
McDermott Rahall Tierney
McGovern Rangel Torres
McHale Rivers Towns
Mclintyre Rodriguez Velazquez
McKinney Roemer Vento
McNulty Rothman Visclosky
Meehan Roybal-Allard Waters
Meek (FL) Rush Watt (NC)
Meeks (NY) Sabo Waxman
Menendez Sanchez Wexler
Millender- Sanders Weygand
McDonald Sandlin Wise
Miller (CA) Sawyer Woolsey
Minge Schumer Wynn
Mink Scott Yates
Mollohan Sherman
Moran (VA) Sisisky
NOT VOTING—17
Brady (TX) Hulshof Markey
Dingell Hunter McDade
Gonzalez Hutchinson Moakley
Hamilton Klug Reyes
Hilleary Lampson Turner
Hinojosa Lewis (GA)
O 1401

So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. WALSH. Mr.
unanimous consent that all

may have

Speaker, |

ask
Members

5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-

marks on H.R. 4112, and that | may in-
clude tabular and extraneous material.
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHoOD). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from New
York?
There was no objection.

LEGISLATIVE BRANCH
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1999

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 489 and rule
XXI11, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 4112.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved
itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 4112)
making appropriations for the Legisla-
tive Branch for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1999, and for other pur-
poses, with Mr. Hansen in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the bill is considered as having
been read the first time.
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Under the rule, the gentleman from
New York (Mr. WALSH) and the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. SERRANO)
each will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York (Mr. WALSH).

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Chairman, | rise today in strong
support of H.R. 4112, the Legislative
Branch appropriations bill for fiscal
year 1999. This is a good bill for the
House, a balanced piece of legislation
representing the views of every mem-
ber of our subcommittee, and, most im-
portantly, provides for the needs of the
House to conduct its business here in a
responsible and effective manner.

Before | present a general overview,
Mr. Chairman, | want to thank the
gentleman from New York (Mr.
SERRANO), the ranking member of the
subcommittee. Never let it be said that
upstate and downstate New York can-
not work together. | would like to
thank him for his tremendous help and
hard work in producing this legisla-
tion. Working with the gentleman from
New York for me is a personal pleasure
and one | consider a distinct honor.
This bipartisan legislation is the result
of our close working relationship, and |
thank him for all that help. | would
also like to extend a personal thanks
to the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
YOUNG), the gentleman from California
(Mr. CUNNINGHAM), the gentleman from
lowa (Mr. LATHAM) and the gentleman
from Tennessee (Mr. WAMP) on the ma-
jority side and the gentleman from
California (Mr. FaAzio) and the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. HOYER) on
the minority for their time and effort
in producing this legislation. Also, Mr.
LIVINGSTON, the chairman of the com-
mittee, and Mr. OBEY, the ranking
member of the full committee, partici-
pated heartily, and | thank them.

Mr. Chairman, the House and in par-
ticular this subcommittee, is losing
one of its key Members at the conclu-
sion of the 105th Congress. The gen-
tleman from California (Mr. FAzI10) has
been an outstanding member of our
subcommittee. He formerly chaired the
Subcommittee on the Legislative
Branch and has always had the overall
interest of the House first and foremost
on his mind. | have benefited from his
wisdom and his counsel this year and
last, and | want to publicly thank him
for all the help and guidance that he
has provided. The gentleman has been
a great defender of this institution and
we will miss him very much.

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WALSH. | yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. FAZIO of California. First of all
I want to thank the gentleman for
those very kind comments. | want to
say that | was born a Red Sox fan and
have been one my entire 55 years. It
grates me greatly to have to praise two
Yankee fans who have worked so well
together, but | say regardless of the
issues that come before this committee
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and however anyone may vote on this
bill, the two of them have established
their own tradition and done an out-
standing job on behalf of the institu-
tion. | think all Members of both par-
ties need to recognize their contribu-
tion and appreciate the great work
that the two of them have done for the
House of Representatives.

Mr. WALSH. | thank the gentleman
very much for his kind words. | would
just suggest to him that | too am a Red
Sox fan, although | am very deeply a
Yankees fan. | had a great uncle play
baseball for the Red Sox back about 60
years ago, actually about 80 years ago,
and was with them the last time they
won the world series in, | believe it was
1918. He played with Babe Ruth and
then the Babe, as we know, went to
New York. The rest is, as they say, his-
tory.

Again, | thank the gentleman for all
his help in this bill and for the work
that he has done.

Mr. Chairman, a bill like this is not
prepared without yeoman effort on the
part of staff. My personal thanks to Ed
Lombard for his help and guidance
throughout this process. | think that
almost every Member of the House rec-
ognizes Ed’s dedication to the Legisla-
tive Branch and to this process each
year. He truly is the gem of this bill.
Lucy Hand of the gentleman from New
York’s staff has again contributed
greatly to the product brought forward
here today and | thank her for all of
her help. Tom Martin, on loan to us
from the Library of Congress, and Jo-
hanna Kenny of my staff also deserve
special recognition for their hard work.

Mr. Chairman, let me also restate
something | mentioned last year when
bringing the Legislative Branch appro-
priations bill before the floor. We the
members are fortunate to have some of
the most loyal and dedicated people in
the world working here with us on a
daily basis. Both those who help main-
tain our facilities here in the House
and those who work with many of the
offices connected to the House deserve
the thanks of every Member who serves
here.

Mr. Chairman, just to provide a few
specifics about this bill. First of all,
the appropriation level is $1.8 billion
for fiscal year 1999. Compared to last
year we are just about $30 million
above. | would remind those who are
not familiar with this bill that these
are not funds just for the House of Rep-
resentatives. This funds the Library of
Congress, the Architect of the Capitol,
the General Accounting Office, the
Congressional Budget Office, the Gov-
ernment Printing Office, the Botanic
Garden, the Capitol Hill Police and
other agencies. So it is a rather exten-
sive bill.

What we have provided for is about a
1.7 percent increase in the budget over
last year. | think it is important to
note that since all of our employees
will be getting a 3 percent plus, about
3.1 percent increase, cost of living al-
lowance, that to bring this bill in
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under 2 percent with a 3 percent across-
the-board increase for staff was a real
challenge and | am very proud of the
work product.

The outlays is an increase of about $7
million in net outlays, that is only .45
percent above last year. The savings, if
I might, since the 104th Congress when
our party became the majority party,
is $78 million below the level that this
Legislative Branch was funded at in
1994. Including the 1999 bill, the cumu-
lative Legislative appropriations sav-
ings have been over a half billion dol-
lars.

Mr. Chairman, | think that people
would expect us to lead by our example
in this government  downsizing,
rightsizing, and | think that we have
done that. | think that this budget, the
Legislative Branch budget, has done
more to show leadership in reducing
the size of government, making it more
effective, everyone is working faster
and smarter and harder, so | think this
is a real tribute to the efforts and it
has been tough. It has been very dif-
ficult to get those numbers down. Be-
cause we are talking about people and
we are talking about service to people.

The employment levels. This bill
cuts another 438 full-time equivalent
positions, down some 2 percent from
last year. Overall since 1994, we are
down over 15 percent below 1994 levels
of employment. No other branch of the
Federal Government has made that
sort of a commitment to downsizing.
What we have done is we have given
the Architect of the Capitol and the
Government Printing Office the oppor-
tunity and the statutory ability to
manage that downsizing through a
buyout program which gives employees
something when they leave office and
it also gives the management some
tools to manage that downsizing to
make sure that services continue, or
improve even.

Lastly, let me just point out that
there are two or three other aspects
that | think are important. One is that
the Joint Committee on Printing is
only funded for 3 more months in this
bill. The House and the Senate chairs
of the Joint Committee on Printing
have asked us to do that because they
are going to eliminate this joint com-
mittee. Again the idea of downsizing
government. Again | mentioned the
buyout programs.

One interesting feature of this bill
will be that we will provide funding for
the Congressional Cemetery which
really has no connection with this body
other than a number of members are
buried there along with many other
very famous Americans, including the
great American musician and legend
John Phillips Sousa is buried there.
That has been declared a historic pres-
ervation site. We provide a million dol-
lars of taxpayers’ money to be matched
by the Foundation for the National
Historic Trust for Historic Preserva-
tion, they will help raise a million dol-
lars together with the Cemetery Asso-
ciation, and that will create an endow-
ment for the routine maintenance in
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perpetuity of that beautiful old ceme-
tery right here in the city of Washing-
ton.

I would like to credit Jim Oliver who
is the chairman of the board of the
Congressional Cemetery who works
right here on the floor of the House for
the work that he has done, using volun-
teer help, catch as catch can, to keep
that cemetery up in a proper manner.
This, Mr. Chairman, | think, is an ef-
fort, a one-shot deal. We will do this
and then we will get out of it. The Ar-
chitect will stay involved as a member
of the board of trustees to keep our
oversight interest in front of that
board, but then we are finished with it.
I would like to thank again all the peo-
ple who helped to put this bill to-
gether, in particular the gentleman
from New York (Mr. SERRANO).

Mr. Chairman, | submit the following
details and tabular material for the
RECORD:

LEGISLATIVE BRANCH APPROPRIATIONS BILL,

1999
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 1998

$1.8  billion  ($1,804,689,700) in  New
Obligational authority of which $1.113 billion
($1,113,521,700) if for Congressional operations
exclusive of Senate items. The balance of the
bill, $691 million ($691,168,000) is for the oper-
ations of the other legislative branch agen-
cles.

Reduction: $129.6 million ($129,592,900)
under the budget reugest, a 6.7% reduction.

Above 1998 appropriations: $29.8 million
($29,813,900) above the current fiscal year—
1.68%.

Above 1998 Outlays: An increase of $7 mil-
lion in net outlays from new budget author-
ity above the amount provided in FY1998.
That’s only 4/10ths of 1 percent. Outlays from
prior year authority (which we have no con-
trol of in this bill— are up $44 million.

COMPONENTS OF INCREASE

Mandatory: There is an increase of $45.6
million ($45,126,500) primarily because of the
3.1% staff cola projected for 1999.

Price Level: $4 million ($4,089,000) for price
increases (travel, utilities, etc.); agencies
were held to a 2% increase.

Program changes: A reduction of $19.4 mil-
lion ($19,401,600) in programs—

House is up a net of $2.3 million in program
changes ($2,272,400), including $2.8 million
primarily to finance year 2000 fixes and to
makeup lost revenue due to migration of the
HIR mainframe to a client/server architec-
ture.

A net $360,000 reduction in program costs of
joint items.

Office of compliance: A net $279,000 reduc-
tion in program costs due to a diminished
workload.

CBO: A $325,000 reduction in program costs.

Architect of the Capital: A $20,556,000 re-
duction in program costs.

Government Printing Office: A $7,204,000
savings generated by an investment in new
technology.

The Library of Congress: A $1,253,000 pro-
gram increase to finance the installation of
the integrated library system (ILS) and to
bring the library’s computers into compli-
ance with the year 2000.

GAO: A $5,404,000 increase, to makeup for a
loss of building rental receipts.

MAJOR ITEMS IN THE BILL

House of Representatives—$734,107,000.

Increase of $5,490,000 for staff COLA’s in
Members’ Offices.

Increase of $4,572,000 for COLA’s for com-
mittee staff.
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Increase of $5,635,000 for the offices of the
House.

Clerk’s budget reduced $362,000 due to
lower costs for closed captioning and steno-
graphic reporting contracts.

Sergeant at Arms reduced in supplies and
equipment, reflecting one-time purchases in
FY 1998.

CAQO'’s operation reduced by 18 FTE’s; over-
all increase of $6,484,000 relfects increase to
cover lost computer time reimbursements
and equipment and furniture purchases for
first session of 106th Congress.

Inspector general and other offices of the
House held to COLA increases.

Allowances and expenses, an increase of
$8,712,000, 97% of it due to increased costs for
staff benefits.

Joint Economic Committee—funded at re-
quest level, an increase of $46,000 for commit-
tee staff COLA'’s.

Joint Committee on Printing—three
months’ funding at request of Chairman
WARNER and Vice Chairman THOMAS; provi-
sion for additional amount for the Commit-
tee on House Oversight, if legislation in-
creases that committee’s jurisdiction over
the Government Printing Office.

Joint Committee on Taxation—$6,018,000,
the amount requested for current programs
and to pay for staff COLA’s

Attending physician—$1,383,000, current
programs plus COLA costs.
Capitol police—$76,381,000, including

$72,615,000 for salaries (COLA’s and ‘“‘com-
parability’” funded) and $3,766,000 for ex-
penses including travel, communications
equipment and a hazardous materials train-
ing program ($260,000). All other expense
items held to a 2% increase.

Guides and special services office—
$2,110,000, providing for staff COLA costs. Re-
quest for three additional FTE’s not pro-
vided.

Office of Compliance—$2,086,000, providing
for a lower staff level. Committee report di-
rects budget formulation for FY2000 should
reflect lowered level of activity, not that the
intensive startup costs for this office are no
longer needed.

Congressional Budget Office—$25,671,000, an
increase of $874,000 to pay for staff COLA’s.
The committee report directs CBO to report
to House and Senate committees—the earlier
of August 30 or before conference on this
bill—on variances between CBO estimates
and actual outcomes for revenue, deficit and
expenditure forecasts.

Architect of the Capitol—$136,399,000, a de-
crease of $18.3 million (18,325,000) from
FY1998. Operating budget increase of
$4,808,000 to cover staff COLA’s and overall
2% increase in non-personnel costs. Capital
budget at $22,133,000 lower than FY1998 due
to one time costs for urgent work on the
Capitol dome and security for the Capitol
square perimeter which were funded in a fis-
cal year 1998 supplemental.

Congressional cemetery: Grant provided to
establish permanent endowment, to be
matched by private donations, to cover an-
nual maintenance.

Power plant: Provision included (sec. 308)
to provide authority for architect to use en-
ergy savings performance contracts to refit
the east plant chiller.

Audio Visual Conservation Center: Provi-
sion to limit expenditures for capital costs
at this new library building in Culpeper, Vir-
ginia and to specify that expenditures shall
be at a 3:1 ratio, private-to-public.

Employeee buyout program: Section 309—
authority given to the Architect of the Cap-
itol to establish a retirement incentive pay-
ment (buyout) program through FY2001. The
Architect will use this program to realign
operations, to eliminate duplicative oper-
ations and for other efficiencies.
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Congressional Research Service—
$66,688,000, providing for mandatory pay
costs for current FTE level of 747. CRS re-
quested funds for 20 additional staff to be re-
peated each year for five years to bring on
apprentice staff for mentoring before the
aging workforce retires. At the time of the
hearings (February) and continuing to today,
the committee believes there are ample va-
cancies at CRS to carryout this program.

Library of Congress (except CRS)—
$291,701,000. This provides funds for the cur-
rent employment level, modest (2% overall)
increases in nonpersonnel costs. Funds are
provided to comply with the year 2000 prob-
lem and for the integrated library system.

Routine administrative provisions plus
new provision (sec. 207) providing authority
for the Library to receive and credit funds
from entities involved with the Global Legal
Information Network (GLIN) program in the
law library.

Provides funds for additional 3,766 play-
back machines for blind and physically
handicapped readers, an increase of 18% over
the past two years.

Government Printing Office—$103,729,000
and 3,416 FTE’s, a decrease of $7,017,000 and
134 FTE’s.

Congressional printing and
$74,465,000, a decrease of $7,204,000.

Superintendent of Documents—$29,264,000,
an increase of $187,000 for staff COLA’s.

GPO costs too high: GAO management re-
view (Booz-Allen & Hamilton contract) found
costs and staffing levels at the plant, in the
printing procurement program and sales pro-
gram too high. They also found a higher per-
centage of the workforce eligible to retire
than elsewhere in Government.

GPO employee buyout: The bill includes a
provision (sec. 310) providing Public Printer
authority to establish a retirement incentive
(buyout) and early out programs to reduce
personnel costs at GPO.

General Accounting Office—$354,238,000
plus authority to spend $2,000,000 in receipts
for audits, an increase of $14,739,000. This in-
cludes $5,404,000 to make up for no longer
available building rental receipts.

Provides funds, including COLA’s, for 3,225
FTE’s, a slight increase in the level pro-
jected for FY 1998.

Committee report directs GAO to train
staff in contract management skills to in-
crease the agency’s ability to utilize consult-
ing firms and other experts in lieu of inter-
nal staff.

General and administrative provisions:
Several housekeeping provisions:

Sec. 101—Remove the Architect from the
House page board.

Sec. 102—Increase the authorization for
interparliamentary receptions to $80,000.

Sec. 103—Authorization for training and
program development programs for House
leadership offices.

Sec. 104—Technical amendment to conform
statutes to current structure of the Mem-
bers’ representational allowance.

Sec. 105—Provision requested by chairman
and ranking minority member of Ethics
Committee to postpone identifying, in the
CAO’s statement of disbursements, witnesses
appearing in executive session before the
committee.

Sec. 106—Provision authorizing Committee
on House Oversight to prescribe conditions
appropriate to non-official business use of
supplies and equipment.

Sec. 107—A provision authorizing 1 con-
sultant each for Speaker and two leaders and
limiting rate of payment to per diem of com-
mittee staff.

Sec. 108—Provision authorizing a transit
subsidy program for staff of the House.

Sec. 109—Provision carried as general pro-
vision in last year’s act that provides that

binding—
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unspent MRA funds shall be used for deficit
reduction.

Routine administration provisions for the
Capitol Police and Library of Congress have
been included as well as the new provision
mentioned earlier for the Library and the
two provisions mentioned earlier for the Ar-
chitect.

INTERESTING COMPARISONS

The 1.68 percent increase is less than infla-
tion.
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Outlays for spending in the bill increase $7
million—an increase of 410 of one percent.

FTE’s are reduced by 438. Since 1994, the
legislative branch employment base will be
down over 4,300 FTE’s. That’s a 15.7 percent
reduction.

SUMMARY

BA compared to:

1998 operating level: +$29.8 million (+1.68
percent).

1999 request:
cent).

—$129.6 million (—6.7 per-
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302b: —$17.3 million reduction under our
302b’s (Senate excluded).
Outlays compared to:

1998 operating level: +$51 million (+2.9 per-
cent) increase. $44 million are in prior year
outlays over which we have no control.

1999 request: —$96 million (5.1 percent de-
crease).

302b: —$25 million (—1.4 percent) reduction
under pro rata share (Senate excluded).
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FY 1988 FY 1900 Bill compared with Bill compared with
Enacted Estimate B8il Enacted Estimate
TITLE | - CONGRESSIONAL OPERATIONS
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Payments to Widows and Heirs of Deceased
Members of Congress
Gratuities, d d Memb 270,300 133,600 136,700 -133,600 +3,100
Salaries and Expenses
House Leadership Offices
Office of the Speal 1,580,000 1,705,000 1,688,000 +96,000 -19,000
Office of the Majority Floor Leader 1,626,000 1,666,000 1,852,000 +26,000 -17,000
Office of the Minority Floor Leader 1,852,000 1,686,000 1,875,000 +23,000 -21,000
Office of the Majority Whip 1,024,000 1,053,000 1,043,000 +18,000 -10,000
Office of the Minority Whip 968,000 1,026,000 1,020,000 +22,000 -8,000
Speaker’s Office for Legisiative Floor Activities ...............ecvnniinicsnenes 387,000 406,000 07,000 ..o -8,000
Republican Steering Commitiee 738,000 753,000 738,000 +2,000 -15,000
Republican Confi 1,172,000 1,206,000 1,198,000 +27,000 -8,000
Democratic Steering and Policy Committes .............ccceeveerversrscnsanns 1,277,000 1,310,000 1,295,000 +18,000 -15,000
D ratic Caucus 631,000 648,000 642,000 +11,000 -8,000
Nine minority employ 1,180,000 1,218,000 1,180,000  ....covovcvrsinsicnninnnieneens -28,000
Training and Development Program:
Majority 280,000 +280,000 +2680,000
Minority 260,000 +2980,000 +280,000
Subtotal, House Leadership Offices 12,283,000 12,686,000 13,117,000 +824,000 +428,000
Members’ Rep i rnal All ces
Exp 379,789,000 412,864,000 385,279,000 +5,480,000 -27,685,000
Committee Empioyees
Standing Committees, Special and Select (except Appropriations).. 86,268,000 90,608,000 88,743,000 +3,475,000 -8685,000
Committee on Appropriations (including studies and investigations) 18,276,000 18,731,000 19,373,000 +1,087,000 -358,000
Subtotal, Committee employ 104,544,000 110,338,000 108,118,000 +4,572,000 -1,223,000
Salaries, Officers and Employees
Office of the Clerk 16,804,000 15,817,000 15,365,000
Office of the Sergeant at Arms. 3,564,000 3,811,000 3,501,000
Office of the Chief Administrative Officer 50,727,000 58,820,000 57,211,000
Office of Inspector General 3,808,000 4,379,000 3,953,000
Office of General Counsel 840,000 840,000
Office of the Chaplair 133,000 136,000 133,000
Office of the Parliamentarian 1,101,000 1,108,000 1,108,000
Office of the Parliamentarian (852,000 (804,000) {904,000)
Compilation of precedents of the House of Representatives ........ (249,000) {202,000) (202,000)
Office of the Law Revision Counsel 1,821,000 1,867,000 1,812,000
Office of the Legisiative Counsel 4,827,000 4,880,000 4,980,000
Corrections Calendar Office 781,000 810,000 768,000
Other authorized employ 780,000 191,000 181,000
Former Speak (564,000)
Technical Assistants, Office of the Attending Physician ................ (186,000) {191,000) (191,000
Subtotal, Salaries, Officers and Empioyees.... 84,356,000 92,658,000 86,981,000
Allowances and Expenses
Supplies, materials, administrative costs and Federal tort claims ..... 2,225,000 2,708,000 2,575,000 +350,000 -131,000
Official mail (committees, leadership, administrative and legisiative
offices) 500,000 500,000 410,000 -80,000 -80,000
Govemment contributions 124,380,000 132,948,000 132,832,000 +8,442,000 -117,000
Misceilaneous items 641,000 651,000 651,000 +10,000  ...occnicreerenennernsonenernannane
Subtotal, Allowances and exp: 127,756,000 138,808,000 136,488,000 +8,712,000 -338,000
Total, salaries and expenses 708,738,000 765,454,000 733,871,000 +25,233,000 -31,483,000
Total, House of Rep h 708,008,300 785,587,600 734,107,700 +25,000,400 -31,479,800
JOINT ITEMS
Joint Economic Committee 2,750,000 2,796,000 2,798,000 +48,000
Joint Committee on Printing 804,000 804,000 352,000 -452,000
Joint Committee on Taxation 5,815,500 6,018,000 8,018,000 +202,500
Office of the Attending Physician
Medical supplies, equipment, expenses, and allowances................. 1,268,000 1,383,000 1,383,000 +117,000  ieceeieccnnnesssnesasasans -
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Eer!ng FY 1900 - Bill c%v:‘\:du:,d with Bill cgr;:m with
Capitol Police Board
Capitol Police
Salaries:
Sergeant at Arms of the House of Rep: 34,118,000 38,603,000 35,022,000 +904,000 -1,581,000
Sergeant at Arms and Doorkeeper of the Senate ..............ccccovueuee 38,837,000 38,505,000 37,563,000 +758,000 -1,812,000

Subtotal, salari 70,955,000 78,108,000 72,815,000 + 1,680,000 -3,483,000

General exper 3,080,000 8,381,000 3,768,000 +687,000
(By transfer) (4,000,000) (-4,000,000)

Subtotal, Capitol Police 74,054,000 84,469,000 76,381,000 +2,327,000 -8,088,000
Capitol Guide Service and Special Services Office............ccoeeeveunene 1,961,000 2,185,000 2,110,000 +119,000 -85,000
Stat of Appropriations 30,000 30,000 30,000

Total, Joint items. 886,710,500 97,605,000 89,070,000 +2,358,500 -8,625,000

OFFICE OF COMPLIANCE
laries and exper 2,479,000 2,286,000 2,088,000 -383,000 -200,000
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE
and exper 24,797,000 25,938,000 25,671,000 +874,000 -267,000
ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL
Capitol Buildings and Grounds
Capitol buildings, salaries and exper 44,477,000 55,342,000 40,347,000 -4,130,000 -14,965,000
Capitol grounds 25,116,000 26,623,000 5,803,000 -19,313,000 -20,820,000
House office building 38,610,000 43,798,000 42,139,000 +5,520,000 1,856,000
Capitol Power Plant 37,832,000 44,379,000 37,145,000 -787,000 7,234,000
Offsetting collections -4,000,000 -4,000,000 -4,000,000
Net subtotal, Capitol Power Plant 33,832,000 40,379,000 33,145,000 -787,000 -7,234,000
Total, Architect of the Capitol 140,135,000 166,142,000 121,434,000 -18,701,000 -44,708,000
LIBRARY OF CONGRESS .
Congressional Research Service
Salaries and exper 64,603,000 68,481,000 66,688,000 +2,085,000 -1,773,000
GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE
Congressional printing and binding 1/ 81,668,000 84,000,000 74,485,000 -7,204,000 -9,535,000
Total, titie |, Cong ional Op ions 1,109,401,800 1,210,108,600 1,113,521,700 +4,118,800 -96,587,800
TITLE Il - OTHER AGENCIES
BOTANIC GARDEN
Salaries and exper 3,016,000 3,235,000 3,032,000 +16,000 -203,000
UBRARY OF CONGRESS
Salaries and exper 227,504,000 239,415,000 234,822,000 +7,318,000 -4,583,000
Authority to spend ip -7,868,000 -8,500,000 -8,850,000 +1,018,000 -350,000

Net subtotal, Salaries and expenses 219,835,000 232,915,000 227,972,000 +8,337,000 -4,943,000

Copyright Office, salaries and exper 34,361,000 35,260,000 33,897,000 -464,000 -1,372,000
Authority to spend ipt -22,428,000 -21,170,000 -21,170,000 +1,258,000

Net subtotal, Copyright Office 11,835,000 14,080,000 12,727,000 +792,000 -1,372,000
Books for the blind & physically handicapped, salaries & expenses 46,561,000 48,145,000 46,824,000 +263,000 -1,321,000
Fumiture and fumishings 4,178,000 5,712,000 4,178,000  .....coeieiennrensacsaninanann -1,534,000

Total, Library of Congress pt CRS) 282,308,000 300,871,000 291,701,000 +9,382,000 -8,170,000

ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL
Congressional Y 1,000,000 +1,000,000 +1,000,000
Library Buildings and Grounds
Structural and mechanical care. 11,573,000 16,136,000 11,833,000 +360,000 -4,208,000
GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE
Office of Superintendent of Documents
Salaries and exper 29,077,000 30,200,000 29,264,000 +187,000 -836,000
Govemment Printing Office Revolving Fund
GPO revolving fund 8,000,000 -6,000,000

Total, Government Printing Office 28,077,000 36,200,000 20,264,000 +187,000 -8,838,000
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FY 1068 FY 1960 Bill compared with Bill compared with
Enacted Estimate Bilt Enacted Estimate
GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE
Salaries and exper 346,903,000 360,728,000 356,238,000 +9,335,000 -13,490,000
Offsetting collections -7,404,000 -2,000,000 -2,000,000 +5,404,000  ......ocueerrernenranrnrsenn
Total, General Accounting Office 330,460,000 387,728,000 354,238,000 +14,730,000 -13,480,000
Total, titie i, Other agencies 865,474,000 724,173,000 601,168,000 +25,604,000 -33,008,000
Grand total 1,774,875,800 1,834,282,800 1,804,889,700 +20,813,900 -129,582,800
TITLE | - CONGRESSIONAL OPERATIONS
House of Rep tath 708,008,300 765,587,800 734,107,700 +25,000,400 31,479,800
Joint tems 88,710,500 97,605,000 89,070,000 +2,350,500 -8,625,000
Office of Compllance 2,479,000 2,286,000 2,088,000 -383,000 -200,000
Congressional Budget Office 24,797,000 25,938,000 25,871,000 +874,000 -267,000
Architect of the Capitol 140,135,000 166,142,000 121,434,000 -18,701,000 -44,708,000
Library of Congress: Congressional R h Servi 64,603,000 68,481,000 68,888,000 +2,085,000 -1,773,000
Congressional printing and binding, Government Printing Office..... 81,660,000 84,000,000 74,465,000 7,204,000 -9,535,000
Total, title |, Congressional operatk 1,100,401,800 1,210,109,600 1,113,521,700 +4,119,900 96,587,900
TIMLE Il - OTHER AGENCIES
Botanic Garder 3,016,000 3,235,000 3,032,000 +16,000 -203,000
Library of Congress (except CRS) 282,308,000 300,871,000 291,701,000 +9,382,000 -8,170,000
Architect of the Capitol (Congressional Cemetery and
Library buildings and grounds) 11,573,000 18,138,000 12,833,000 +1,380,000 -3,208,000
Govemment Printing Office (except congressional printing and
binding) 29,077,000 38,200,000 20,264,000 +187,000 -8,836,000
General Accounting Office 330,490,000 367,728,000 354,238,000 +14,730,000 -13,480,000
Total, titie I, Other agencies 665,474,000 724,173,000 601,168,000 +25,004,000 o -33,008,000
Grand total 1,774,875,800 1,834,282,800 1,804,680,700 +29,813,900 -129,562,900

1/ Includes transfer from revolving fund of $11,017,000.
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Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, | reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in support of
H.R. 4112. To repeat what | said at the
full committee and before the commit-
tee, it has been a great personal pleas-
ure for me to work on this bill with the
gentleman from New York (Mr.
WALSH), our chairman. The gentleman
from New York is a friend of mine and
I am a longtime fan of his. In fact, the
sad part of this week’s baseball game,
congressional baseball game, was that
since he and | retired for one year, no
one wore that illustrious uniform of
the New York Yankees at this game,
something we will take care of when he
gets back in shape and plays next year.
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The other: The gentleman from New
York (Mr. WALSH) has been very kind
to all the Members. He has been very
fair, bipartisan. He is a very knowl-
edgeable chairman, Mr. Chairman, and
he is just the kind of person that | am
glad to work with, and one of the main
reasons why | support this bill the way
I do was because whatever short-
comings the bill may have, | know that
there are issues that he wanted to deal
with and perhaps fell short in trying to
make the perfect bill that he would
have wanted.

The other members of the sub-
committee, too, have worked well to-
gether: the gentleman from California
(Mr. FAzi0), the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. HOYER) on our side, whose
combined knowledge of the legislative
branch is staggering, along with the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. YOUNG),
the gentleman from California (Mr.
CUNNINGHAM), the gentleman from Ten-
nessee (Mr. WAMP), the gentleman from
lowa (Mr. LATHAM), and the chairman
and ranking Democrat of the full com-
mittee, the gentleman from Louisiana
(Mr. LIVINGSTON) and the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY).

Once again | will do what so many
people have done, but I think it merits
mentioning every so often, and that is
the fact that this institution and all of
us are going to miss the gentleman
from California (Vic FAzIO) very much.
Other Members have talked about his
many talents and qualities, his experi-
ence, his insight, his wisdom, his fair-
ness. Let me add that no one has been
more consistently devoted to this place
or had more knowledge of its inner
workings than the gentleman from
California (Mr. FAzIO). His retirement
will leave an enormous gap that we
must struggle to fill.

And of course we could not have this
bill here before us today if it was not
for the very able staff that we all have.
Few can match Ed Lombard’s experi-
ence and knowledge or Greg Dahlberg’s
skill and expertise. Tom Martin has
provided valuable service to the sub-
committee and each Member’s own
staff, and | would like to take this op-
portunity to commend my own staff
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member, Lucy Hand, for the work that
she always does for the committee.

The gentleman from New York (Mr.
WALSH), the other Members and | share
a belief and commitment to the House
as an institution. This is the People’s
House where we carry out the govern-
mental roles of enacting the Nation’s
laws, overseeing and investigating Fed-
eral programs, and, yes, checking and
balancing the executive and judicial
branches. In these historic surround-
ings and in the presence of the public,
people come to us to petition their gov-
ernment and to see how their laws are
made. Tourists visit the inspiring Cap-
itol building which is a symbol of our
democracy as well as our own work-
place.

Mr. Chairman, the congressional
complex has been compared to a small
city. It has an infrastructure of build-
ings and roads, water and sewer,
phones and cables. It offers amenities
such as visitors’ tours, health care and
public safety. A huge number and vari-
ety of people work here or come to
visit. We all want to ensure that the
House operates efficiently to protect
and enhance the Capitol and the other
buildings and grounds and to protect
the health, safety and security of all.

We must in this bill provide re-
sources sufficient to run an enterprise
of this size and complexity.

Mr. Chairman, this is on balance a
good bill, given the constraints the
committee is working under this year
and for the last couple of years. The
gentleman from New York (Mr. WALSH)
has explained the bill in detail, but I
will add a couple of comments:

First of all, the increase of 1.7 is real-
ly above last year, is really less than
the expected rate of inflation and less
than the likely 3.1 percent cost of liv-
ing adjustment. | think that this mer-
its the respect of the House because it
is not easy to come up with this kind
of a bill and still only increase it by
the amount we have.

This covers the operations of the
House Member and committee offices,
administrative offices and the legisla-
tive support activities of the Congres-
sional Budget Office, Congressional Re-
search Service and the Architect of the
Capitol. The bill also includes dollars
for the Library of Congress, the Gen-
eral Accounting Office and the Govern-
ment Printing Office.

And while the bill continues to re-
duce staffing levels, it provides buyout
authority to the Architect and the
GPO so they can manage staff reduc-
tions and restructuring. Buyouts are
less expensive, less disruptive and less
harmful to the affected workers than
the alternative reductions in work
force.

I repeat that this is a good bill, and
I will continue to speak for the bill,
Mr. Chairman, during this debate. 1
hope that at the end of it, it will have
bipartisan support and that the work
that the gentleman from New York
(Mr. WALSH) and our committee has
done will be appreciated by all Mem-
bers.
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This covers the operations of House Mem-
ber and Committee offices, administrative of-
fices, and the legislative support activities of
the Congressional Budget Office, Congres-
sional Research Service, and the Architect of
the Capitol.

The bill also includes $691 for other agen-
cies such as the Library of Congress, General
Accounting Office, and Government Printing
Office.

While the bill continues to reduce staffing
levels, it provides buyout authority to the Ar-
chitect and the GPO so they can manage staff
reductions and restructuring. Buyouts are less
expensive, less disruptive, and less harmful to
the affected workers than the alternative, re-
ductions-in-force.

Mr. Speaker, | repeat that this is a good bill.
However, there are concerns on our side that
must be expressed.

First, however modest the increase in total
spending over last year is—and | believe 1.7%
is modest—it is still an increase. Other appro-
priations bills contain drastic cuts and even
terminations in programs of great importance
to the American people, especially the most
vulnerable Americans.

Second, the bill provides funding for only
one quarter for the Joint Committee on Print-
ing. This was at the request of the Chairmen
of the House Oversight and Senate Rules
Committees and assumes that Title 44 reform,
including disposition of JCP’s functions, will be
completed by the end of 1998. However, there
are not many legislative days left in this ses-
sion and no legislation has been introduced,
so completing reform seems unlikely.

Third, spending in the 105th Congress out
of the Speaker's “reserve fund for unantici-
pated expenses of committees” was included
in the base used to calculate the fiscal year
1999 “Committee Employees” appropriation.
We understand that whether there is a slush
fund in the 106th Congress will be decided
when the new Congress adopts its rules and
its Committee Funding Resolution. And that is
the way funds should be allocated among
Committees—by a vote of the House. They
should not be held in reserve to be distributed
at the whim of one party’s leadership through
a Committee strongly weighted toward that
party.

| supported Mr. HOYER’s attempt to have an
amendment made in order that would limit
funds available for the disbursements from the
reserve fund.

Sadly, the amendment was not made in
order under the rule, and the House is denied
the opportunity to vote on how Committee
funds should be allocated.

| am also sorry that Rules did not waive
points of order against Section 108, as it did
for every other provision subject to a point of
order. Section 108 was a Hoyer amendment
adopted in Committee, based on a resolution
by Mr. BLUMENAUER.

The amendment would have required the
Oversight Committee to institute a program
through which employing offices, including
Members, could offer transit subsidies to em-
ployees who do not have parking spaces or
belong to car pools. It is past time for the
House to join the Senate, the Architect's of-
fice, the executive branch, and much of the
private sector.

More than half the Members of the House,
of the Appropriations Committee, even of the
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House Oversight Committee, are cosponsors
of Mr. BLUMENAUER’s bill, so | would have
thought a clean vote on whether or not to
strike the provision would have been fair, but
as it is, the provision can be stricken on a
point of order.

Other problems facing the bill are not due to
the bill itself but to the atmosphere in the
House.

There are numerous ongoing, duplicative,
highly partisan investigations. The Democratic
Leader recently released a report that found
that more than $17 million in taxpayers’ dollars
has been spent to date on more than 50 in-
vestigations involving 15 of the 20 standing
committees of the House.

This is just too much. Congress is wasting
time and money on witch hunts when the busi-
ness the people expect us to do is undone.

There is also a general disregard for the
rights of the minority.

While some of the more egregious offenses
| mentioned last year—like denying Ranking
Democrats the right to offer amendments to
their bills—have subsided, there are constant
irritations, such as the uneven division of sus-
pensions between the parties.

And overall, there is a general lack of civility
and respect.

Still, Mr. Speaker, Chairman WALSH has
done a good job and this is a good bill. 1 will
vote for it and | urge my colleagues to do the
same.

Mr. Chairman, | reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Califor-
nia (Mr. CUNNINGHAM) a member of the
subcommittee.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, |
would like to thank the gentleman
from New York (Mr. WALSH) and |
would like to thank my good friend,
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
SERRANO). | serve on another commit-
tee, on the Committee on National Se-
curity, and it is a pleasure because of
the bipartisanship. Does not mean that
we do not have disagreements from
time to time, but the atmosphere, the
friendliness, the working, and their
willingness not to continue with the,
as my colleagues know, bigger govern-
ment and tax and spend, but to serve
by example to reduce the size to useful
government; and the fact that good
government does not have to be an
oxymoron. | would like to thank the
gentleman from New York (Mr.
SERRANO) and | would like to thank the
gentleman from New York (Mr. WALSH)
for delivering on those kind of prom-
ises and making it a very desirable
committee to serve on.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, | yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. DOGGETT).

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Chairman, | ap-
preciate very much the bipartisan spir-
it with which this piece of legislation
is brought to the floor, but | regret to
inform the House, as | did during the
rule debate, that a bipartisan effort to
try to get some attention on the tons
of paper and bottles and cans that go
through this building and to see that
they are addressed with the same
amount of environmental sensitivity
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that families across this country use
and that many businesses use in having
a competent recycling program has
been totally missing from this House in
the last 3%z years.

Let me recite the facts:

For 3 of the last 3% years that this
House has been under Republican con-
trol, there has been no recycling coor-
dinator in this Congress. Indeed there
is no recycling coordinator today. As
we debate today this bill, there is no
recycling plan in place. As we debate
this bill there is no recycling of mixed
paper in this House; indeed that is zero,
zip, nada, being done with reference to
recycling of mixed paper.

Why is that particularly important?
Because since there is no recycling co-
ordinator and no real recycling effort,
most people, even if they have the best
of intent with regard to recycling, do
not have correct information about
how to recycle in a way that will be ef-
fective, and that is reflected in other
facts.

When the House did recycle, it earned
30 cents per ton on the paper that it re-
cycled. Compare that with the Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment which earned $60 per ton because
it did it properly. From October 1996 to
September 1997 the House did not earn
a penny because its recycling was done
in such a poor, incomplete, and con-
taminated way.

Since the Republicans have been in
charge of this House, the amount of
bottle recycling has gone down 83 per-
cent. The amount of can recycling has
gone down 73 percent. If they just put
the cans and the bottles out here on
the sidewalk for the homeless to col-
lect, we could have done better than
has been done by the House leadership
with reference to this recycling pro-
gram.

Look at the number of trees around
this country that are cut down with
the flow of paper through this building.
We are talking about whole forests
that go down to generate the tons of
paper that go through this building. As
best | can estimate, just the Washing-
ton Post alone delivers 15,000 pounds of
newsprint here every week. Most of it
is going right into the landfill instead
of being recycled in the way that so
many American families realize is best
for the future of this country.

I believe there is some bipartisan in-
terest in this issue, as was voiced ear-
lier, and | appreciate the willingness to
accept the amendment of the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. FARR). But
it is going to take far more than a few
dollars. It is going to require a signifi-
cant change in attitude by the leader-
ship of this House if we are going to re-
verse this very serious environmental
problem here in the Congress.

This Congress ought to be leading the
way, it ought to be following the busi-
nesses and the schoolchildren and the
millions of families across this country
that recycle. Instead the performance
of this House represents a national dis-
grace on this issue, and it needs to be
corrected immediately.

June 25, 1998

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Chairman, | really have to rise
again and respond to my colleague
from Texas (Mr. DOGGETT) regarding
the recycling program. There is no
question that we are not perfect. But |
would submit that we are probably
doing better than a lot of other com-
munities around this country, and
there really is an effort on the part of
this committee and on the part of the
Republican leadership to do a better
job at recycling.

I cannot understand for the life of me
how anyone can make this a partisan
issue. We are all united, Republicans,
Democrats, and the Independent Mem-
ber of the Congress are all united in
this. What it requires is some leader-
ship on the part of each Member to sit
down with their staff and say, as my
colleagues know, this is mixed paper,
this is fine paper, and this is wet waste,
and put labels on the trash cans and
implement this.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. WALSH. | yield to the gentleman
from Texas.

Mr. DOGGETT. | guess the reason
that it becomes an issue that relates to
whether there is a commitment by the
Republican leadership to address this,
is our inability to get a recycling coor-
dinator in place and our inability to
even get a copy of the report.

Mr. WALSH. Reclaiming my time,
Mr. Chairman, the gentleman takes
issue with the fact that there is not a
coordinator in place, and apparently
there is a labor dispute between that
individual and the Office of Compli-
ance, and so it has been tied up. But
the fact of the matter is the Archi-
tect’s Office is responsible for this.

I have a letter here that | would
enter into the RECORD, but basically it
says it is addressed to me from Archi-
tect Alan Hantman:

I am writing with respect to the office
waste recycling program in the House. |
want to reassure the committee of my per-
sonal commitment to the success of this
worthy program. | want to thank you and
the committee for assuring that sufficient
funds and other resources have been made
available to carry out the recycling program
over the past several years,

et cetera, et cetera.

The letter in its entirety is as fol-
lows:

THE ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL,
Washington, DC, June 24, 1998.

Hon. JAMES T. WALSH,

Chairman, Subcommittee on Legislative Branch
Appropriations, Committee on Appropria-
tions, House of Representatives, Washing-
ton, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: | am writing with re-
spect to the office waste recycling program
in the House office buildings. | want to reas-
sure the Committee of my personal commit-
ment to the success of this worthy program.
Further, I want to thank you and the Com-
mittee for assuring that sufficient funds and
other resources have been made available to
carry out the recycling program over the
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past several years. It is clearly the respon-
sibility of this office to assure that those re-
sources are used expeditiously and continu-
ously to make certain the recycling program
IS a success.

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you

have any questions on this matter.
Sincerely,
ALAN M. HANTMAN, AlA,
Architect of the Capitol.

Now we have accepted the gentleman
from California’s amendment (Mr.
FARR). We are about to accept it. And
we will do that, but it is a friendly
amendment. Again, it is not a partisan
issue. We are working together to try
to resolve these things, and the gen-
tleman from Texas, | think, misstated
or misquoted the facts when he said
that we are not doing anything to recy-
cle waste. In fact, we generated 3,400
tons of office waste last year, and we
recycled almost 2,000 of those. Almost
60 percent of the office waste was recy-
cled. Of the overall waste stream, we
are recycling at least 25 percent. That
is as good, if not better, than most
communities in America.

So, as my colleagues know, we are
trying to do the best we can. We can do
better, but it is going to require that
we all work together in this, we should
not make it a partisan issue. Let us
work together, and | think we can do a
better job.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
CAMP).

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for yielding this time to
me and for his leadership.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in support of
this bill and for its provision which
would require that Members’ unspent
office funds go back to the Treasury to
be used to reduce the national debt.

The fiscal year 1999 legislative
branch appropriations bill continues
our assault on the national debt and
reduces spending by 77 million over
1995 levels. This majority has achieved
in 3 years what has eluded the Congress
for 3 decades, a balanced budget, and
we must not rest. We must remain
committed to maintaining a balanced
budget and continue working toward
reducing the national debt.

This bill with a provision in it offered
by the Representative from Indiana
(Mr. RoEMER) and myself will ensure
that Members of Congress can dem-
onstrate their personal commitment to
a balanced budget. This provision re-
quires Members’ unspent office funds
be used for debt reduction.

This measure has been proposed for
the last 8 years. It was first adopted by
the new majority with a large biparti-
san vote 3 years ago, and for the first
time ever has been included in the
chairman’s draft, and | thank the
chairman for his leadership on this
issue.

Requiring unspent office funds for
debt reduction allows us to dem-
onstrate our personal commitment to a
truly debt-free Nation by running our
offices in a efficient and frugal manner.
What better example can we set in re-
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turning our unspent office funds to the
American people? As taxpayers and
Members of Congress, we should do our
part to reduce the debt.

I thank the gentleman again, and I
thank the gentleman from Indiana for
his leadership and work on this impor-
tant provision.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Indi-
ana (Mr. ROEMER).

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. ROEMER).

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Indiana (Mr. ROEMER) is recog-
nized for 3 minutes.
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Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Speaker, | thank
my friend from New York for yielding
me this time.

Mr. Chairman, | rise on an historic
day when we will reform the IRS for
the first time in 46 years. We will fol-
low up on a capital gains tax cut for
the American people, and for the first
time, in the underlying bill, we will
give Members of Congress a direct op-
portunity to return money from their
office accounts directly to deficit and/
or debt reduction. This is something
that I want to commend the gentleman
from New York (Mr. WALSH) and the

gentleman from New York (Mr.
SERRANO) oOn.
In previous years | offered this

amendment and Committee on Rules
would not allow it to be brought for-
ward. It was called the ‘‘Speaker’s
slush fund” under Democrats and Re-
publicans that this money went to. Fi-
nally, and | give accolades to the Re-
publican majority, we offered this as
an amendment on the House floor and
we successfully attached it to the bill.
Three years ago, two years ago, last
year, and this year, for the first time,
the very first time, it is included on
page 10.

So | am very happy to work with my
good friend, the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. CawmP). The gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. CamP) and | have spon-
sored this legislation through the years
and, slowly but surely, convinced our
colleagues that this is a good thing.

I have returned $915,000, close to $1
million, out of my office funds. | do not
think that money should go toward
Capitol repair or an elevator floor
made out of marble. | think that
money should go to debt reduction. |
think that money should go back to
the U.S. Treasury. | do not think that
money should be respent on something
here in Washington, D.C.

So, with that, | would ask the distin-
guished chairman, the gentleman from
New York (Mr. WALSH), if he would en-
gage in a very short colloquy.

Mr. Chairman, as we have been dis-
cussing through the years, the lan-
guage on page 10 reads that ‘‘Members’
representational allowances shall be
allowable only for fiscal year 1999. Any
amount remaining after all payments
are made under such allowances for
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such fiscal years shall be deposited in
the Treasury to be used for deficit re-
duction.”

Now, this is good strong language be-
cause | think, regardless, it remains in
the Treasury under this language. But
if in fact, Mr. Chairman, we have a sur-
plus this year, which it appears we
will, and there is not a deficit, we want
to make sure this money goes toward
debt reduction.

Is it the gentleman’s interpretation
and intention in conference to clarify
this language to include debt reduc-
tion?

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ROEMER. | yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. WALSH. The gentleman is cor-
rect. It is our understanding, regard-
less of the situation presented by the
economy or by the budget, a deficit or
surplus, and we have the happy con-
fluence of this amendment being
passed at the same time that we do
have a surplus, that that money stays
in the Treasury.

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, | thank the chair-
man for that clarification and for that
dedication to helping continue in a bi-
partisan way, to save the taxpayer
money.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield further, | would
like to thank the gentleman from Indi-
ana (Mr. ROEMER) and the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. CampP) for their
persistence on this issue. | am happy to
include it in the bill.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, | yield
two minutes to the gentleman from Or-
egon (Mr. BLUMENAUER).

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, I
thank my colleague for yielding me
time.

Mr. Chairman, | have been dis-
appointed as a Member of this body to
discover that, unlike most other Fed-
eral agencies, unlike what we have
done for thousands of employees in pri-
vate corporations around America,
that we are unable to extend a transit
benefit to our employees. It has been
Federal policy since the early 1990s
that we encourage this balanced ap-
proach to transportation. It has been
occurring in the Senate since 1992.

I was pleased when | found that the
Committee on Appropriations had
added the provisions of House Resolu-
tion 37 that would have extended this
program that were amended into the
bill. Evidently there may be some pro-
cedural problem or point of order that
is raised that would pull this item from
the bill.

I would hope that it would be pos-
sible for the House leadership to come
together to make sure that we ulti-
mately have provisions that have al-
ready been supported by over 230 Mem-
bers of the House that have cospon-
sored the legislation. | would hope that
at a time when we are talking about
spending billions of dollars to try and
somehow resuscitate the Washington,
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D.C., area and to fight the congestion
in the second-most congested area in
the United States, | would hope that
we would be able to adopt this simple
program that is already available to
most of the employees on the Hill, be-
cause it is good for the environment,
because it is good for reducing conges-
tion, but, most important, because it
extends an important benefit to some
of our lowest-paid employees who want
to do the right thing.

Mr. Chairman, | would hope that my
colleagues would join with me, in the
event it is not part of this proposal,
that we could make sure that this is
fixed before we adjourn for the year.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, | yield
two minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. TRAFICANT) for
the purpose of colloquy.

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman,
since | have come here, I have seen
what | believe to be a shortfall in the
way we treat our Capitol Police, and |
do not think there is any Member that
does not support our Capitol Police.
Number one, we never see any head-
lines, and that is the biggest com-
pliment we can pay them, and they do
guard and secure our Nation’s treas-
ures as well as our human resources.

In that regard, Mr. Chairman, they
are not paid at a commensurate level
of other law enforcement entities in
our Federal Government, number one,
and, number two, after the extreme
background checks and training and all
the money we put into them, they are
prime targets to be recruited by other
surrounding law enforcement agencies
because they are, in fact, some of the
world’s finest and the Nation’s finest.

Mr. Chairman, | have sponsored legis-
lation to bring them up to par with
some of these other law enforcement
entities, and that would have required
a 7 percent increase in their compensa-
tion. I want to thank and compliment
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
WALsSH) and the gentleman from New
York (Mr. SERRANO) who did give and
include a 3 percent raise. But that still
falls $5 million short of compensating
our police at a level commensurate
with other similar types of enforce-
ment entities.

I want to know under what condi-
tions and if the two gentlemen would
work with me to try and bring our Cap-
itol Police up to that level which |
think would ensure they would be re-
tained here after the tremendous in-
vestment of training and background
expenditures we make, and that would
keep our morale up in that depart-
ment, as it should be.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume to
respond to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. TRAFICANT).

Mr. Chairman, | thank the gentleman
for his comments and concern. Obvi-
ously the gentleman speaks for most
Members in his affection and support of
the Capitol Hill Police. They do a mar-
velous job here.

We in our deliberations have provided
the Capitol Hill Police with funding for
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a similar increase that other Federal
employees will receive. It is our under-
standing there is a collective bargain-
ing process ongoing. If there is indeed a
collective bargaining agreement, the
process is then that it would have to be
reviewed by the Committee on House
Oversight, chaired by the gentleman
from California (Mr. THOMAS), and, be-
fore that, by the Police Board. Once
those two hurdles are cleared, if these
three occurrences came within the pe-
riod from now and when we go to con-
ference, 1 believe we could deal with
that issue when we got to the con-
ference.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. WALSH. | yield to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, | just
wanted to reassure the gentleman,
both the chairman and the ranking
member and members of the commit-
tee want to do everything possible to
make sure that we do take care of the
Capitol Police. That is our intent. We
obviously recognize that there are con-
tractual obligations and proceedings
that have to take place, but the gen-
tleman can rest assured that it is our
intent that they get the best and the
fairest deal possible.

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, if
the gentleman will yield, here is the
only real issue that | see. Everybody
here will take care of them, and | think
the gentleman from California (Mr.
THOMAS) has been a great friend to the
police as well, but our Capitol Police
are compensated at a level lower than
other Federal law enforcement entities
that we fund.

Even though we are talking about
these particular elements of collective
bargaining now, we are bargaining over
the same type of pay raise that exists
for all. The only point I am making is
there is a discrepancy in that they are,
in my opinion, undercompensated, and
I believe that wrong should be righted.

So | would be willing to meet with
any and all groups. | know that the
gentleman from California (Mr. THOM-
AS) has been a fierce supporter of the
Capitol Police, but I want some assur-
ances that we understand, that it is on
the record here, that | believe they are
underpaid, undercompensated for work
similar to other Federal law enforce-
ment agencies, and | think that is
wrong and should be corrected.

Mr. Chairman, with that, I want to
thank the gentleman from New York
(Chairman WALSH).

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, reclaim-
ing my time, | thank the gentleman for
his comments. We will be happy to
work with the gentleman if that series
of events occurs.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, | have
no further requests for time, and |
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, | again
would ask for support for this bill in a
bipartisan manner.

Mr. Chairman, | yield back the bal-
ance of my time.
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The CHAIRMAN. All time for general
debate has expired.

Pursuant to the rule, the bill is con-
sidered read for amendment under the
5-minute rule.

The text of H.R. 4112 is as follows:

H.R. 4112

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled, That the following sums
are appropriated, out of any money in the
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, for the
Legislative Branch for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1999, and for other purposes,
namely:

TITLE I—CONGRESSIONAL OPERATIONS
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

PAYMENTS TO WIDOWS AND HEIRS OF
DECEASED MEMBERS OF CONGRESS

For payment to Marcia S. Schiff, widow of
Steven H. Schiff, late a Representative from
the State of New Mexico, $136,700.

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For salaries and expenses of the House of
Representatives, $733,971,000, as follows:

HOUSE LEADERSHIP OFFICES

For salaries and expenses, as authorized by
law, $13,117,000, including: Office of the
Speaker, $1,686,000, including $25,000 for offi-
cial expenses of the Speaker; Office of the
Majority Floor Leader, $1,652,000, including
$10,000 for official expenses of the Majority
Leader; Office of the Minority Floor Leader,
$1,675,000, including $10,000 for official ex-
penses of the Minority Leader; Office of the
Majority Whip, including the Chief Deputy
Majority Whip, $1,043,000, including $5,000 for
official expenses of the Majority Whip; Office
of the Minority Whip, including the Chief
Deputy Minority Whip, $1,020,000, including
$5,000 for official expenses of the Minority
Whip; Speaker’s Office for Legislative Floor
Activities, $397,000; Republican Steering
Committee, $738,000; Republican Conference,
$1,199,000; Democratic Steering and Policy
Committee, $1,295,000; Democratic Caucus,
$642,000; nine minority employees, $1,190,000;
training and program development—major-
ity, $290,000; and training and program devel-
opment—minority, $290,000.

MEMBERS’ REPRESENTATIONAL ALLOWANCES

INCLUDING MEMBERS’ CLERK HIRE, OFFICIAL

EXPENSES OF MEMBERS, AND OFFICIAL MAIL

For Members’ representational allowances,
including Members’ clerk hire, official ex-
penses, and official mail, $385,279,000.

COMMITTEE EMPLOYEES
STANDING COMMITTEES, SPECIAL AND SELECT

For salaries and expenses of standing com-
mittees, special and select, authorized by
House resolutions, $89,743,000: Provided, That
such amount shall remain available for such
salaries and expenses until December 31,
2000.

COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS

For salaries and expenses of the Commit-
tee on Appropriations, $19,373,000, including
studies and examinations of executive agen-
cies and temporary personal services for
such committee, to be expended in accord-
ance with section 202(b) of the Legislative
Reorganization Act of 1946 and to be avail-
able for reimbursement to agencies for serv-
ices performed: Provided, That such amount
shall remain available for such salaries and
expenses until December 31, 2000.

SALARIES, OFFICERS AND EMPLOYEES

For compensation and expenses of officers
and employees, as authorized by law,
$89,991,000, including: for salaries and ex-
penses of the Office of the Clerk, including
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not more than $3,500, of which not more than
$2,500 is for the Family Room, for official
representation and reception expenses,
$15,365,000; for salaries and expenses of the
Office of the Sergeant at Arms, including the
position of Superintendent of Garages, and
including not more than $750 for official rep-
resentation and reception expenses,
$3,501,000; for salaries and expenses of the Of-
fice of the Chief Administrative Officer,
$57,211,000, including $24,282,000 for salaries,
expenses and temporary personal services of
House Information Resources, of which
$23,074,000 is provided herein: Provided, That
of the amount provided for House Informa-
tion Resources, $7,130,000 shall be for net ex-
penses of telecommunications: Provided fur-
ther, That House Information Resources is
authorized to receive reimbursement from
Members of the House of Representatives
and other governmental entities for services
provided and such reimbursement shall be
deposited in the Treasury for credit to this
account; for salaries and expenses of the Of-
fice of the Inspector General, $3,953,000; for
salaries and expenses of the Office of General
Counsel, $840,000; for the Office of the Chap-
lain, $133,000; for salaries and expenses of the
Office of the Parliamentarian, including the
Parliamentarian and $2,000 for preparing the
Digest of Rules, $1,106,000; for salaries and
expenses of the Office of the Law Revision
Counsel of the House, $1,912,000; for salaries
and expenses of the Office of the Legislative
Counsel of the House, $4,980,000; for salaries
and expenses of the Corrections Calendar Of-
fice, $799,000; and for other authorized em-
ployees, $191,000.
ALLOWANCES AND EXPENSES

For allowances and expenses as authorized
by House resolution or law, $136,468,000, in-
cluding: supplies, materials, administrative
costs and Federal tort claims, $2,575,000; offi-
cial mail for committees, leadership offices,
and administrative offices of the House,

$410,000; Government contributions for
health, retirement, Social Security, and
other applicable employee benefits,

$132,832,000; and miscellaneous items includ-
ing purchase, exchange, maintenance, repair
and operation of House motor vehicles, inter-
parliamentary receptions, and gratuities to
heirs of deceased employees of the House,
$651,000.

CHILD CARE CENTER

For salaries and expenses of the House of
Representatives Child Care Center, such
amounts as are deposited in the account es-
tablished by section 312(d)(1) of the Legisla-
tive Branch Appropriations Act, 1992 (40
U.S.C. 184g(d)(1)), subject to the level speci-
fied in the budget of the Center, as submit-
ted to the Committee on Appropriations of
the House of Representatives.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS

SEC. 101. (a) Section 2(a) of House Resolu-

tion 611, Ninety-seventh Congress, agreed to
November 30, 1982, as enacted into perma-
nent law by section 127 of Public Law 97-377
(2 U.S.C. 88b-3), is amended—
(1) by adding ‘““and’’ at the end of paragraph
(1);
(2) by striking “‘; and”” at the end of para-
graph (2) and inserting a period; and

(3) by striking paragraph (3).

(b) The amendment made by subsection (a)
shall apply with respect to the One Hundred
Sixth Congress and each succeeding Con-
gress.

SEC. 102. Subsection (b) of the first section
of House Resolution 1047, Ninety-fifth Con-
gress, agreed to April 4, 1978, as enacted into
permanent law by section 111 of the Legisla-
tive Branch Appropriations Act, 1979 (2
U.S.C. 130-1(b)), is amended by striking
‘$55,000"” and inserting ‘“$80,000"".
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SEC. 103. (a) There is hereby established an
account in the House of Representatives for
purposes of carrying out training and pro-
gram development activities of the Repub-
lican Conference and the Democratic Steer-
ing and Policy Committee.

(b) Subject to the allocation described in
subsection (c), funds in the account estab-
lished under subsection (a) shall be paid—

(1) for activities of the Republican Con-
ference in such amounts, at such times, and
under such terms and conditions as the
Speaker of the House of Representatives may
direct; and

(2) for activities of the Democratic Steer-
ing and Policy Committee in such amounts,
at such times, and under such terms and con-
ditions as the Minority Leader of the House
of Representatives may direct.

(c) Of the total amount in the account es-
tablished under subsection (a)—

(1) 50 percent shall be allocated to the
Speaker for payments for activities of the
Republican Conference; and

(2) 50 percent shall be allocated to the Mi-
nority Leader for payments for activities of
the Democratic Steering and Policy Com-
mittee.

(d) There are authorized to be appropriated
to the account under this section for fiscal
year 1999 and each succeeding fiscal year
such sums as may be necessary for training
and program development activities of the
Republican Conference and the Democratic
Steering and Policy Committee during the
fiscal year.

SEC. 104. (a) Section 311(e)(2) of the Legisla-
tive Branch Appropriations Act, 1991 (2
U.S.C. 59(e)(2)) is amended—

(1) by adding ““and’” at the end of subpara-
graph (B);

(2) in subparagraph (C), by striking *‘; and”’
and inserting a period; and

(3) by striking subparagraph (D).

(b) Section 311(e) of such Act (2 U.S.C.
59¢e(e)) is amended by striking paragraph (4).

SEC. 105. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law or any other rule or regulation,
any information on payments made by the
Committee on Standards of Official Conduct
of the House of Representatives to an indi-
vidual for attendance as a witness before the
Committee in executive session during a
Congress shall be reported not later than the
second semiannual report filed under section
106 of the House of Representatives Adminis-
trative Reform Technical Corrections Act (2
U.S.C. 104b) in the following Congress.

SEC. 106. (a) Notwithstanding any other
provision of law, the Committee on House
Oversight may prescribe by regulation ap-
propriate conditions for the incidental use,
for other than official business, of equipment
and supplies owned or leased by, or the cost
of which is reimbursed by, the House of Rep-
resentatives.

(b) The authority of the Committee on
House Oversight to prescribe regulations
pursuant to subsection (a) shall apply with
respect to fiscal year 1999 and each succeed-
ing fiscal year.

SEC. 107. (a) The Speaker, Majority Leader,
and Minority Leader of the House of Rep-
resentatives are each authorized to appoint
and fix the compensation of 1 consultant, on
a temporary or intermittent basis, at a daily
rate of compensation not in excess of the per
diem equivalent of the highest gross rate of
annual compensation which may be paid to
employees of a standing committee of the
House.

(b) This section shall apply with respect to
fiscal year 1999 and each succeeding fiscal
year.

SEC. 108. (a) The House of Representatives
shall participate in State and local govern-
ment transit programs to encourage employ-
ees of the House to use public transportation
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pursuant to section 7905 of title 5, United
States Code.

(b) The Committee on House Oversight
shall issue regulations pertaining to the par-
ticipation of the House of Representatives in
State and local government transit programs
through, and at the discretion of, its Mem-
bers, committees, officers, and officials.

SEC. 109. Any amount appropriated in this
Act for “HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—
SALARIES AND EXPENSES—MEMBERS’ REP-
RESENTATIONAL ALLOWANCES” shall be avail-
able only for fiscal year 1999. Any amount re-
maining after all payments are made under
such allowances for such fiscal year shall be
deposited in the Treasury, to be used for def-
icit reduction.

JOINT ITEMS
For Joint Committees, as follows:
JOINT EcoNOMIC COMMITTEE

For salaries and expenses of the Joint Eco-
nomic Committee, $2,796,000, to be disbursed
by the Secretary of the Senate.

JOINT COMMITTEE ON PRINTING

For salaries and expenses of the Joint
Committee on Printing, $202,000, together
with an additional amount of $150,000 if there
is enacted into law legislation which trans-
fers the legislative and oversight responsibil-
ities of the Joint Committee on Printing to
the Committee on House Oversight of the
House of Representatives: Provided, That
such additional amount shall be transferred
to the Committee on House Oversight of the
House of Representatives and made available
beginning January 1, 1999.

JOINT COMMITTEE ON TAXATION

For salaries and expenses of the Joint
Committee on Taxation, $6,018,000, to be dis-
bursed by the Chief Administrative Officer of
the House.

For other joint items, as follows:

OFFICE OF THE ATTENDING PHYSICIAN

For medical supplies, equipment, and con-
tingent expenses of the emergency rooms,
and for the Attending Physician and his as-
sistants, including: (1) an allowance of $1,500
per month to the Attending Physician; (2) an
allowance of $500 per month each to two
medical officers while on duty in the Office
of the Attending Physician; (3) an allowance
of $500 per month to one assistant and $400
per month each to not to exceed nine assist-
ants on the basis heretofore provided for
such assistants; and (4) $893,000 for reim-
bursement to the Department of the Navy
for expenses incurred for staff and equipment
assigned to the Office of the Attending Phy-
sician, which shall be advanced and credited
to the applicable appropriation or appropria-
tions from which such salaries, allowances,
and other expenses are payable and shall be
available for all the purposes thereof,
$1,383,000, to be disbursed by the Chief Ad-
ministrative Officer of the House.

CAPITOL POLICE BOARD
CAPITOL POLICE
SALARIES

For the Capitol Police Board for salaries of
officers, members, and employees of the Cap-
itol Police, including overtime, hazardous
duty pay differential, clothing allowance of
not more than $600 each for members re-
quired to wear civilian attire, and Govern-
ment contributions for health, retirement,
Social Security, and other applicable em-
ployee benefits, $72,615,000, of which
$35,022,000 is provided to the Sergeant at
Arms of the House of Representatives, to be
disbursed by the Chief Administrative Offi-
cer of the House, and $37,593,000 is provided
to the Sergeant at Arms and Doorkeeper of
the Senate, to be disbursed by the Secretary
of the Senate: Provided, That, of the amounts
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appropriated under this heading, such
amounts as may be necessary may be trans-
ferred between the Sergeant at Arms of the
House of Representatives and the Sergeant
at Arms and Doorkeeper of the Senate, upon
approval of the Committee on Appropria-
tions of the House of Representatives and
the Committee on Appropriations of the Sen-
ate.

GENERAL EXPENSES

For the Capitol Police Board for necessary
expenses of the Capitol Police, including
motor vehicles, communications and other
equipment, security equipment and installa-
tion, uniforms, weapons, supplies, materials,
training, medical services, forensic services,
stenographic services, personal and profes-
sional services, the employee assistance pro-
gram, not more than $2,000 for the awards
program, postage, telephone service, travel
advances, relocation of instructor and liai-
son personnel for the Federal Law Enforce-
ment Training Center, and $85 per month for
extra services performed for the Capitol Po-
lice Board by an employee of the Sergeant at
Arms of the Senate or the House of Rep-
resentatives designated by the Chairman of
the Board, $3,766,000, to be disbursed by the
Chief Administrative Officer of the House of
Representatives: Provided, That, notwith-
standing any other provision of law, the cost
of basic training for the Capitol Police at the
Federal Law Enforcement Training Center
for fiscal year 1999 shall be paid by the Sec-
retary of the Treasury from funds available
to the Department of the Treasury.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISION

SEC. 110. Amounts appropriated for fiscal
year 1999 for the Capitol Police Board for the
Capitol Police may be transferred between
the headings ‘“SALARIES’ and ‘“‘GENERAL EX-
PENSES’’ upon the approval of—

(1) the Committee on Appropriations of the
House of Representatives, in the case of
amounts transferred from the appropriation
provided to the Sergeant at Arms of the
House of Representatives under the heading
“‘SALARIES”";

(2) the Committee on Appropriations of the
Senate, in the case of amounts transferred
from the appropriation provided to the Ser-
geant at Arms and Doorkeeper of the Senate
under the heading ‘“SALARIES’’; and

(3) the Committees on Appropriations of
the Senate and the House of Representatives,
in the case of other transfers.

CAPITOL GUIDE SERVICE AND SPECIAL
SERVICES OFFICE

For salaries and expenses of the Capitol
Guide Service and Special Services Office,
$2,110,000, to be disbursed by the Secretary of
the Senate: Provided, That no part of such
amount may be used to employ more than
forty individuals: Provided further, That the
Capitol Guide Board is authorized, during
emergencies, to employ not more than two
additional individuals for not more than one
hundred twenty days each, and not more
than ten additional individuals for not more
than six months each, for the Capitol Guide
Service.

STATEMENTS OF APPROPRIATIONS

For the preparation, under the direction of
the Committees on Appropriations of the
Senate and the House of Representatives, of
the statements for the second session of the
One Hundred Fifth Congress, showing appro-
priations made, indefinite appropriations,
and contracts authorized, together with a
chronological history of the regular appro-
priations bills as required by law, $30,000, to
be paid to the persons designated by the
chairmen of such committees to supervise
the work.
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OFFICE OF COMPLIANCE
SALARIES AND EXPENSES
For salaries and expenses of the Office of
Compliance, as authorized by section 305 of
the Congressional Accountability Act of 1995
(2 U.S.C. 1385), $2,086,000.
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE
SALARIES AND EXPENSES
For salaries and expenses necessary to
carry out the provisions of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974 (Public Law 93-344), in-
cluding not more than $2,500 to be expended
on the certification of the Director of the
Congressional Budget Office in connection
with official representation and reception
expenses, $25,671,000: Provided, That no part
of such amount may be used for the purchase
or hire of a passenger motor vehicle.
ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL
CAPITOL BUILDINGS AND GROUNDS
CAPITOL BUILDINGS
SALARIES AND EXPENSES
For salaries for the Architect of the Cap-
itol, the Assistant Architect of the Capitol,
and other personal services, at rates of pay
provided by law; for surveys and studies in
connection with activities under the care of
the Architect of the Capitol; for all nec-
essary expenses for the maintenance, care
and operation of the Capitol and electrical
substations of the Senate and House office
buildings under the jurisdiction of the Archi-
tect of the Capitol, including furnishings and
office equipment, including not more than
$1,000 for official reception and representa-
tion expenses, to be expended as the Archi-
tect of the Capitol may approve; for purchase
or exchange, maintenance and operation of a
passenger motor vehicle; and not to exceed
$20,000 for attendance, when specifically au-
thorized by the Architect of the Capitol, at
meetings or conventions in connection with
subjects related to work under the Architect
of the Capitol, $40,347,000, of which $6,425,000
shall remain available until expended.
CAPITOL GROUNDS
For all necessary expenses for care and im-
provement of grounds surrounding the Cap-
itol, the Senate and House office buildings,
and the Capitol Power Plant, $5,803,000, of
which $325,000 shall remain available until
expended.
HOUSE OFFICE BUILDINGS
For all necessary expenses for the mainte-
nance, care and operation of the House office
buildings, $42,139,000, of which $11,449,000
shall remain available until expended.
CAPITOL POWER PLANT
For all necessary expenses for the mainte-
nance, care and operation of the Capitol
Power Plant; lighting, heating, power (in-
cluding the purchase of electrical energy)
and water and sewer services for the Capitol,
Senate and House office buildings, Library of
Congress buildings, and the grounds about
the same, Botanic Garden, Senate garage,
and air conditioning refrigeration not sup-
plied from plants in any of such buildings;
heating the Government Printing Office and
Washington City Post Office, and heating
and chilled water for air conditioning for the
Supreme Court Building, the Union Station
complex, the Thurgood Marshall Federal Ju-
diciary Building and the Folger Shakespeare
Library, expenses for which shall be ad-
vanced or reimbursed upon request of the Ar-
chitect of the Capitol and amounts so re-
ceived shall be deposited into the Treasury
to the credit of this appropriation,
$37,145,000, of which $100,000 shall remain
available until expended: Provided, That not
more than $4,000,000 of the funds credited or
to be reimbursed to this appropriation as
herein provided shall be available for obliga-
tion during fiscal year 1999.
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LIBRARY OF CONGRESS
CONGRESSIONAL RESEARCH SERVICE
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses to carry out the
provisions of section 203 of the Legislative
Reorganization Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 166) and
to revise and extend the Annotated Constitu-
tion of the United States of America,
$66,688,000: Provided, That no part of such
amount may be used to pay any salary or ex-
pense in connection with any publication, or
preparation of material therefor (except the
Digest of Public General Bills), to be issued
by the Library of Congress unless such publi-
cation has obtained prior approval of either
the Committee on House Oversight of the
House of Representatives or the Committee
on Rules and Administration of the Senate:
Provided further, That, notwithstanding any
other provision of law, the compensation of
the Director of the Congressional Research
Service, Library of Congress, shall be at an
annual rate which is equal to the annual rate
of basic pay for positions at level IV of the
Executive Schedule under section 5315 of
title 5, United States Code.

GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE
CONGRESSIONAL PRINTING AND BINDING

For authorized printing and binding for the
Congress and the distribution of Congres-
sional information in any format; printing
and binding for the Architect of the Capitol;
expenses necessary for preparing the semi-
monthly and session index to the Congres-
sional Record, as authorized by law (44
U.S.C. 902); printing and binding of Govern-
ment publications authorized by law to be
distributed to Members of Congress; and
printing, binding, and distribution of Gov-
ernment publications authorized by law to
be distributed without charge to the recipi-
ent, $74,465,000: Provided, That this appro-
priation shall not be available for paper cop-
ies of the permanent edition of the Congres-
sional Record for individual Representatives,
Resident Commissioners or Delegates au-
thorized under 44 U.S.C. 906: Provided further,
That this appropriation shall be available for
the payment of obligations incurred under
the appropriations for similar purposes for
preceding fiscal years.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISION

SEC. 111. (a) The Legislative Branch Appro-
priations Act, 1998 (Public Law 105-55; 111
Stat. 1191) is amended in the item relating to
‘“CONGRESSIONAL  PRINTING AND BINDING”’
under the heading “GOVERNMENT PRINT-
ING OFFICE” by striking ‘‘$81,669,000"" and
all that follows through ‘“‘Provided,”” and in-
serting the following: “‘$70,652,000: Provided,
That an additional amount of not more than
$11,017,000 may be derived by transfer from
the Government Printing Office revolving
fund under section 309 of title 44, United
States Code: Provided further,””.

(b) The amendment made by subsection (a)
shall take effect as if included in the enact-
ment of the Legislative Branch Appropria-
tions Act, 1998.

This title may be cited as the ‘“‘Congres-
sional Operations Appropriations Act, 1999°".

TITLE II—OTHER AGENCIES
BOTANIC GARDEN
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For all necessary expenses for the mainte-
nance, care and operation of the Botanic
Garden and the nurseries, buildings, grounds,
and collections; and purchase and exchange,
maintenance, repair, and operation of a pas-
senger motor vehicle; all under the direction
of the Joint Committee on the Library,
$3,032,000.
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LIBRARY OF CONGRESS
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Library of
Congress not otherwise provided for, includ-
ing development and maintenance of the
Union Catalogs; custody and custodial care
of the Library buildings; special clothing;
cleaning, laundering and repair of uniforms;
preservation of motion pictures in the cus-
tody of the Library; operation and mainte-
nance of the American Folklife Center in the
Library; preparation and distribution of
catalog records and other publications of the
Library; hire or purchase of one passenger
motor vehicle; and expenses of the Library of
Congress Trust Fund Board not properly
chargeable to the income of any trust fund
held by the Board, $234,822,000, of which not
more than $6,500,000 shall be derived from
collections credited to this appropriation
during fiscal year 1999, and shall remain
available until expended, under the Act of
June 28, 1902 (chapter 1301; 32 Stat. 480; 2
U.S.C. 150) and not more than $350,000 shall
be derived from collections during fiscal year
1999 and shall remain available until ex-
pended for the development and maintenance
of an international legal information data-
base and activities related thereto: Provided,
That the Library of Congress may not obli-
gate or expend any funds derived from col-
lections under the Act of June 28, 1902, in ex-
cess of the amount authorized for obligation
or expenditure in appropriations Acts: Pro-
vided further, That the total amount avail-
able for obligation shall be reduced by the
amount by which collections are less than
the $6,850,000: Provided further, That of the
total amount appropriated, $9,869,000 is to re-
main available until expended for acquisi-
tion of books, periodicals, newspapers, and
all other materials including subscriptions
for bibliographic services for the Library, in-
cluding $40,000 to be available solely for the
purchase, when specifically approved by the
Librarian, of special and unique materials
for additions to the collections: Provided fur-
ther, That of the total amount appropriated,
$3,544,000 is to remain available until ex-
pended for the acquisition and partial sup-
port for implementation of an integrated li-
brary system (ILS).

COPYRIGHT OFFICE
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Copyright
Office, $33,897,000, of which not more than
$16,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, shall be derived from collections
credited to this appropriation during fiscal
year 1999 under 17 U.S.C. 708(d): Provided,
That the Copyright Office may not obligate
or expend any funds derived from collections
under 17 U.S.C. 708(d), in excess of the
amount authorized for obligation or expendi-
ture in appropriations Acts: Provided further,
That not more than $5,170,000 shall be de-
rived from collections during fiscal year 1999
under 17 U.S.C. 111(d)(2), 119(b)(2), 802(h), and
1005: Provided further, That the total amount
available for obligation shall be reduced by
the amount by which collections are less
than $21,170,000: Provided further, That not
more than $100,000 of the amount appro-
priated is available for the maintenance of
an “‘International Copyright Institute” in
the Copyright Office of the Library of Con-
gress for the purpose of training nationals of
developing countries in intellectual property
laws and policies: Provided further, That not
more than $2,250 may be expended, on the
certification of the Librarian of Congress, in
connection with official representation and
reception expenses for activities of the Inter-
national Copyright Institute.
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BOOKS FOR THE BLIND AND PHYSICALLY
HANDICAPPED

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For salaries and expenses to carry out the
Act of March 3, 1931 (chapter 400; 46 Stat.

1487; 2 U.S.C. 135a), $46,824,000, of which
$13,744,000 shall remain available until ex-
pended.

FURNITURE AND FURNISHINGS

For necessary expenses for the purchase,
installation, maintenance, and repair of fur-
niture, furnishings, office and library equip-
ment, $4,178,000.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS

SEC. 201. Appropriations in this Act avail-
able to the Library of Congress shall be
available, in an amount of not more than
$194,290, of which $58,100 is for the Congres-
sional Research Service, when specifically
authorized by the Librarian, for attendance
at meetings concerned with the function or
activity for which the appropriation is made.

SEC. 202. (a) No part of the funds appro-
priated in this Act shall be used by the Li-
brary of Congress to administer any flexible
or compressed work schedule which—

(1) applies to any manager or supervisor in
a position the grade or level of which is
equal to or higher than GS-15; and

(2) grants such manager or supervisor the
right to not be at work for all or a portion
of a workday because of time worked by the
manager or supervisor on another workday.

(b) For purposes of this section, the term
‘“manager or supervisor’’ means any manage-
ment official or supervisor, as such terms are
defined in section 7103(a) (10) and (11) of title
5, United States Code.

SEC. 203. Appropriated funds received by
the Library of Congress from other Federal
agencies to cover general and administrative
overhead costs generated by performing re-
imbursable work for other agencies under
the authority of 31 U.S.C. 1535 and 1536 shall
not be used to employ more than 65 employ-
ees and may be expended or obligated—

(1) in the case of a reimbursement, only to
such extent or in such amounts as are pro-
vided in appropriations Acts; or

(2) in the case of an advance payment,
only—

(A) to pay for such general or administra-
tive overhead costs as are attributable to the
work performed for such agency; or

(B) to such extent or in such amounts as
are provided in appropriations Acts, with re-
spect to any purpose not allowable under
subparagraph (A).

SEC. 204. Of the amounts appropriated to
the Library of Congress in this Act, not more
than $5,000 may be expended, on the certifi-
cation of the Librarian of Congress, in con-
nection with official representation and re-
ception expenses for the incentive awards
program.

SEC. 205. Of the amount appropriated to the
Library of Congress in this Act, not more
than $12,000 may be expended, on the certifi-
cation of the Librarian of Congress, in con-
nection with official representation and re-
ception expenses for the Overseas Field Of-
fices.

SEC. 206. (a) For fiscal year 1999, the
obligational authority of the Library of Con-
gress for the activities described in sub-
section (b) may not exceed $99,765,100.

(b) The activities referred to in subsection
(a) are reimbursable and revolving fund ac-
tivities that are funded from sources other
than appropriations to the Library in appro-
priations Acts for the legislative branch.

SEC. 207. Effective October 1, 1998, the Li-
brary of Congress is authorized to receive
funds from participants in and sponsors of an
international legal information database led
by the Law Library of Congress, and to cred-
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it any such funds to the Library of Congress
appropriations, up to the extent authorized
in appropriations Acts, for the development
and maintenance of the database.
ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL
CONGRESSIONAL CEMETERY

For a grant for the perpetual care and
maintenance of the historic Congressional
Cemetery, $1,000,000, to remain available
until expended.

LIBRARY BUILDINGS AND GROUNDS
STRUCTURAL AND MECHANICAL CARE

For all necessary expenses for the mechan-
ical and structural maintenance, care and
operation of the Library buildings and
grounds, $11,933,000, of which $910,000 shall re-
main available until expended.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS

SEC. 208. (a) GRANT FOR CARE AND MAINTE-
NANCE OF CONGRESSIONAL CEMETERY.—In
order to assist in the perpetual care and
maintenance of the historic Congressional
Cemetery, the Architect of the Capitol shall
make a grant to the National Trust for His-
toric Preservation (hereafter in this section
referred to as the ‘““National Trust’) in ac-
cordance with an agreement entered into by
the Architect of the Capitol with the Na-
tional Trust and the Association for the
Preservation of Historic Congressional Cem-
etery (hereafter in this section referred to as
the ““Association’’) which contains the terms
and conditions described in subsection (b)
and such other provisions as the Architect
may deem necessary or desirable for the im-
plementation of this section or for the pro-
tection of the interests of the Federal gov-
ernment.

(b) TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF AGREE-
MENT.—The terms and conditions described
in this subsection are as follows:

(1) Upon receipt of the amounts provided
under the grant made under subsection (a),
the National Trust shall deposit the amounts
in a permanently restricted account in its
endowment and shall administer, invest, and
manage such grant funds in the same man-
ner as other National Trust endowment
funds.

(2) The National Trust shall make distribu-
tions to the Association from the amounts
deposited in the endowment pursuant to
paragraph (1), in accordance with its regu-
larly established spending rate, for the care
and maintenance of the Cemetery (other
than the cost of personnel), except that the
National Trust may only make such dis-
tributions incrementally and proportion-
ately upon receipt by the National Trust of
contributions from the Association which in-
crementally match the amounts provided
under the grant made under subsection (a)
and which are to be added to the perma-
nently restricted account described in para-
graph (1).

(3) The Association shall use such distribu-
tions from the endowment and the match for
the care and maintenance of Congressional
Cemetery, except that the Association may
not use such distributions for nonroutine
restoration or capital projects.

(4) The Association, or any successor
thereto, shall maintain adequate records and
accounts of all financial transactions and op-
erations carried out with such distributions,
and such records shall be available at all
times for audit and investigation by the Ar-
chitect of the Capitol and the Comptroller
General.

(c) No TITLE IN UNITED STATES.—Nothing
in this section shall be construed to vest
title to the Congressional Cemetery in the
United States.

SEC. 209. (a) For fiscal year 1999, the
amount available for expenditure by the Ar-
chitect of the Capitol from the fund estab-
lished under section 4 of the Act entitled
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“An Act to authorize acquisition of certain
real property for the Library of Congress,
and for other purposes’, approved December
15, 1997 (Public Law 105-144; 111 Stat. 2688),
may not exceed $2,500,000.

(b) The portion of the appropriated funds
made available to the Architect of the Cap-
itol for fiscal year 1999 which the Architect
may expend for improvements to the Na-
tional Audio Visual Conservation Center in
Culpeper, Virginia (not including any funds
made available from the fund described in
subsection (a)) may not exceed an amount
equal to one third of the amount of funds ap-
propriated from the fund described in sub-
section (a) for the fiscal year, except that
the Architect may expend a greater amount
for such purposes with the approval of the
Committees on Appropriations of the House
of Representatives and the Senate.

GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE

OFFICE OF SUPERINTENDENT OF DOCUMENTS

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For expenses of the Office of Superintend-
ent of Documents necessary to provide for
the cataloging and indexing of Government
publications and their distribution to the
public, Members of Congress, other Govern-
ment agencies, and designated depository
and international exchange libraries as au-
thorized by law, $29,264,000: Provided, That
travel expenses, including travel expenses of
the Depository Library Council to the Public
Printer, shall not exceed $150,000: Provided
further, That amounts of not more than
$2,000,000 from current year appropriations
are authorized for producing and disseminat-
ing Congressional serial sets and other relat-
ed publications for 1997 and 1998 to deposi-
tory and other designated libraries.

GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE REVOLVING

FuUND

The Government Printing Office is hereby
authorized to make such expenditures, with-
in the limits of funds available and in accord
with the law, and to make such contracts
and commitments without regard to fiscal
year limitations as provided by section 9104
of title 31, United States Code, as may be
necessary in carrying out the programs and
purposes set forth in the budget for the cur-
rent fiscal year for the Government Printing
Office revolving fund: Provided, That not
more than $2,500 may be expended on the cer-
tification of the Public Printer in connection
with official representation and reception
expenses: Provided further, That the revolv-
ing fund shall be available for the hire or
purchase of not more than twelve passenger
motor vehicles: Provided further, That ex-
penditures in connection with travel ex-
penses of the advisory councils to the Public
Printer shall be deemed necessary to carry
out the provisions of title 44, United States
Code: Provided further, That the revolving
fund shall be available for temporary or
intermittent services under section 3109(b) of
title 5, United States Code, but at rates for
individuals not more than the daily equiva-
lent of the annual rate of basic pay for level
V of the Executive Schedule under section
5316 of such title: Provided further, That the
revolving fund and the funds provided under
the headings ‘“OFFICE OF SUPERINTENDENT OF
DOCUMENTS”” and ‘‘SALARIES AND EXPENSES’’
together may not be available for the full-
time equivalent employment of more than
3,416 workyears: Provided further, That ac-
tivities financed through the revolving fund
may provide information in any format: Pro-
vided further, That the revolving fund shall
not be used to administer any flexible or
compressed work schedule which applies to
any manager or supervisor in a position the
grade or level of which is equal to or higher
than GS-15: Provided further, That expenses
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for attendance at meetings shall not exceed
$75,000.

GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the General Ac-
counting Office, including not more than
$7,000 to be expended on the certification of
the Comptroller General of the United States
in connection with official representation
and reception expenses; temporary or inter-
mittent services under section 3109(b) of title
5, United States Code, but at rates for indi-
viduals not more than the daily equivalent
of the annual rate of basic pay for level 1V of
the Executive Schedule under section 5315 of
such title; hire of one passenger motor vehi-
cle; advance payments in foreign countries
in accordance with 31 U.S.C. 3324; benefits
comparable to those payable under sections
901(5), 901(6) and 901(8) of the Foreign Service
Act of 1980 (22 U.S.C. 4081(5), 4081(6) and
4081(8)); and under regulations prescribed by
the Comptroller General of the United
States, rental of living quarters in foreign
countries; $354,238,000: Provided, That not-
withstanding 31 U.S.C. 9105 hereafter
amounts reimbursed to the Comptroller Gen-
eral pursuant to that section shall be depos-
ited to the appropriation of the General Ac-
counting Office then available and remain
available until expended, and not more than
$2,000,000 of such funds shall be available for
use in fiscal year 1999: Provided further, That
this appropriation and appropriations for ad-
ministrative expenses of any other depart-
ment or agency which is a member of the
Joint Financial Management Improvement
Program (JFMIP) shall be available to fi-
nance an appropriate share of JFMIP costs
as determined by the JFMIP, including the
salary of the Executive Director and sec-
retarial support: Provided further, That this
appropriation and appropriations for admin-
istrative expenses of any other department
or agency which is a member of the National
Intergovernmental Audit Forum or a Re-
gional Intergovernmental Audit Forum shall
be available to finance an appropriate share
of either Forum’s costs as determined by the
respective Forum, including necessary travel
expenses of non-Federal participants. Pay-
ments hereunder to either Forum or to the
JFMIP may be credited as reimbursements
to any appropriation from which costs in-
volved are initially financed: Provided fur-
ther, That this appropriation and appropria-
tions for administrative expenses of any
other department or agency which is a mem-
ber of the American Consortium on Inter-
national Public Administration (ACIPA)
shall be available to finance an appropriate
share of ACIPA costs as determined by the
ACIPA, including any expenses attributable
to membership of ACIPA in the Inter-
national Institute of Administrative
Sciences.

TITLE I1I—GENERAL PROVISIONS

SEc. 301. No part of the funds appropriated
in this Act shall be used for the maintenance
or care of private vehicles, except for emer-
gency assistance and cleaning as may be pro-
vided under regulations relating to parking
facilities for the House of Representatives
issued by the Committee on House Oversight
and for the Senate issued by the Committee
on Rules and Administration.

SEC. 302. No part of the funds appropriated
in this Act shall remain available for obliga-
tion beyond fiscal year 1999 unless expressly
so provided in this Act.

SEC. 303. Whenever in this Act any office or
position not specifically established by the
Legislative Pay Act of 1929 is appropriated
for or the rate of compensation or designa-
tion of any office or position appropriated
for is different from that specifically estab-
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lished by such Act, the rate of compensation
and the designation in this Act shall be the
permanent law with respect thereto: Pro-
vided, That the provisions in this Act for the
various items of official expenses of Mem-
bers, officers, and committees of the Senate
and House of Representatives, and clerk hire
for Senators and Members of the House of
Representatives shall be the permanent law
with respect thereto.

SEC. 304. The expenditure of any appropria-
tion under this Act for any consulting serv-
ice through procurement contract, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 3109, shall be limited to those
contracts where such expenditures are a
matter of public record and available for
public inspection, except where otherwise
provided under existing law, or under exist-
ing Executive order issued pursuant to exist-
ing law.

SEC. 305. (a) It is the sense of the Congress
that, to the greatest extent practicable, all
equipment and products purchased with
funds made available in this Act should be
American-made.

(b) In providing financial assistance to, or
entering into any contract with, any entity
using funds made available in this Act, the
head of each Federal agency, to the greatest
extent practicable, shall provide to such en-
tity a notice describing the statement made
in subsection (a) by the Congress.

(c) If it has been finally determined by a
court or Federal agency that any person in-
tentionally affixed a label bearing a ‘““Made
in America’ inscription, or any inscription
with the same meaning, to any product sold
in or shipped to the United States that is not
made in the United States, such person shall
be ineligible to receive any contract or sub-
contract made with funds provided pursuant
to this Act, pursuant to the debarment, sus-
pension, and ineligibility procedures de-
scribed in section 9.400 through 9.409 of title
48, Code of Federal Regulations.

SEC. 306. Such sums as may be necessary
are appropriated to the account described in
subsection (a) of section 415 of Public Law
104-1 to pay awards and settlements as au-
thorized under such subsection.

SEC. 307. Amounts available for adminis-
trative expenses of any legislative branch
entity which participates in the Legislative
Branch Financial Managers Council
(LBFMC) established by charter on March 26,
1996, shall be available to finance an appro-
priate share of LBFMC costs as determined
by the LBFMC, except that the total LBFMC
costs to be shared among all participating
legislative branch entities (in such alloca-
tions among the entities as the entities may
determine) may not exceed $1,500.

SEC. 308. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, hereafter the Architect of the
Capitol is authorized to enter into energy
savings performance contracts for energy
savings projects in the Capitol Complex
under the following conditions:

(1) the Architect of the Capitol shall obtain
the approval of the Appropriations Commit-
tees of the House and Senate prior to enter-
ing into such contracts;

(2) contracts shall conform to the require-
ments of 42 U.S.C. 8287(a);

(3) the Architect of the Capitol shall com-
pete such contracts to the extent practicable
among energy service contractors meeting
the standards for qualification developed by
the Secretary of Energy under 42 U.S.C.
8287(b);

(4) services offered by the Department of
Energy in connection with energy savings
performance contracts shall be made avail-
able to the Architect of the Capitol upon re-
quest to carry out the authority granted
under this section; and,

(5) if payment would be required for fur-
nishing similar services to an executive
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agency, payment therefor shall be made by
the Architect by reimbursement; such pay-
ment may be credited to the applicable ap-
propriations of the Secretary of Energy.

SEC. 309. (a) SEVERANCE PAY FOR ALL EM-
PLOYEES OF THE ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL.—
Section 5595(a) of title 5, United States Code,
as amended by section 310 of the Legislative
Branch Appropriations Act, 1998, is amend-
ed—

(1) in paragraph (1)(F), by striking *, but
only with respect to the United States Sen-
ate Restaurants’; and

(2) in paragraph (2), in clause (viii) in the
matter following subparagraph (B), by strik-
ing ‘“‘of the United States Senate Res-
taurants”.

(b) EARLY RETIREMENT FOR ALL EMPLOYEES
OF THE ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL.—Section
310(b)(1) of the Legislative Branch Appro-
priations Act, 1998 (40 U.S.C. 174j-1(b)(1)) is
amended—

(1) in the matter preceding subparagraph
(A), by striking ‘‘of the United States Senate
Restaurants’; and

(2) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘“1999;”’
and inserting ‘1999 (or, in the case of an indi-
vidual who is not an employee of the United
States Senate Restaurants, on or after the
date of the enactment of the Legislative
Branch Appropriations Act, 1999 and before
October 1, 2001);”.

(c) VOLUNTARY SEPARATION INCENTIVE PAY-
MENTS FOR ALL EMPLOYEES OF THE ARCHITECT
OF THE CAPITOL.—Section 310(c) of the Legis-
lative Branch Appropriations Act, 1998 (40
U.S.C. 174j-1(c)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘“‘of the
United States Senate Restaurants’’; and

(2) in paragraph (2)—

(A) by striking ‘““not more than 50",

(B) by striking ‘“1999”" and inserting ‘1999
(or, in the case of an individual who is not an
employee of the United States Senate Res-
taurants, on or after the date of the enact-
ment of the Legislative Branch Appropria-
tions Act, 1999 and before October 1, 2001)",
and

(C) by adding at the end the following new
sentence: ‘““The number of employees of the
United States Senate Restaurants to whom
voluntary separation incentive payments
may be offered under the program estab-
lished under the previous sentence may not
exceed 50.”".

(d) RETRAINING, JOB PLACEMENT, AND COUN-
SELING SERVICES FOR ALL EMPLOYEES OF THE
ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL.—Section 310(e) of
the Legislative Branch Appropriations Act,
1998 (40 U.S.C. 174j-1(e)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1)(A), by striking ‘“‘of the
United States Senate Restaurants’’; and

(2) in paragraph (3)(A), by striking
United States Senate Restaurants of .

SEC. 310. (a) SEVERANCE PAY.—Section 5595
of title 5, United States Code, as amended by
section 310 of the Legislative Branch Appro-
priations Act, 1998, is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)(2)—

(A) in clause (viii), by striking ‘‘or’” after
the semicolon;

(B) by redesignating clause (ix) as clause
(x) and inserting after clause (viii) the fol-
lowing new clause:

“(ix) an employee of the Government
Printing Office, who is employed on a tem-
porary when actually employed basis; or’’;
and

(2) in subsection (b) by adding at the end
the following: ‘““The Public Printer may pre-
scribe regulations to effect the application
and operation of this section to the agency
specified in subsection (a)(1)(G) of this sec-
tion.”.

(b) EARLY RETIREMENT.—(1) This sub-
section applies to an employee of the Gov-
ernment Printing Office who—

“the
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(A) voluntarily separates from service on
or after the date of enactment of this Act
and before October 1, 2001; and

(B) on such date of separation—

(i) has completed 25 years of service as de-
fined under section 8331(12) or 8401(26) of title
5, United States Code; or

(ii) has completed 20 years of such service
and is at least 50 years of age.

(2) Notwithstanding any provision of chap-
ter 83 or 84 of title 5, United States Code, an
employee described under paragraph (1) is
entitled to an annuity which shall be com-
puted consistent with the provisions of law
applicable to annuities under section 8336(d)
or 8414(b) of title 5, United States Code.

(c) VOLUNTARY SEPARATION INCENTIVE PAY-
MENTS.—(1) In this subsection, the term “‘em-
ployee’” means an employee of the Govern-
ment Printing Office, serving without limi-
tation, who has been currently employed for
a continuous period of at least 12 months, ex-
cept that such term shall not include—

(A) a reemployed annuitant under sub-
chapter 111 of chapter 83 or chapter 84 of title
5, United States Code, or another retirement
system for employees of the Government;

(B) an employee having a disability on the
basis of which such employee is or would be
eligible for disability retirement under any
of the retirement systems referred to in sub-
paragraph (A); or

(C) an employee who is employed on a tem-
porary when actually employed basis.

(2) Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, in order to avoid or minimize the need
for involuntary separations due to a reduc-
tion in force, reorganization, transfer of
function, or other similar action affecting
the agency, the Public Printer shall estab-
lish a program under which voluntary sepa-
ration incentive payments may be offered to
encourage eligible employees to separate
from service voluntarily (whether by retire-
ment or resignation) during the period begin-
ning on the date of the enactment of this Act
through September 30, 2001.

(3) Such voluntary separation incentive
payments shall be paid in accordance with
the provisions of section 5597(d) of title 5,
United States Code. Any such payment shall
not be a basis of payment, and shall not be
included in the computation, of any other
type of Government benefit.

(4)(A) Subject to subparagraph (B), an em-
ployee who has received a voluntary separa-
tion incentive payment under this section
and accepts employment with the Govern-
ment of the United States within 5 years
after the date of the separation on which the
payment is based shall be required to repay
the entire amount of the incentive payment
to the agency that paid the incentive pay-
ment.

(B)(i) If the employment is with an execu-
tive agency (as defined by section 105 of title
5, United States Code), the Director of the
Office of Personnel Management may, at the
request of the head of the agency, waive the
repayment if the individual involved pos-
sesses unique abilities and is the only quali-
fied applicant available for the position.

(ii) If the employment is with an entity in
the legislative branch, the head of the entity
or the appointing official may waive the re-
payment if the individual involved possesses
unique abilities and is the only qualified ap-
plicant available for the position.

(iii) If the employment is with the judicial
branch, the Director of the Administrative
Office of the United States Courts may waive
the repayment if the individual involved pos-
sesses unique abilities and is the only quali-
fied applicant available for the position.

(C) For purposes of subparagraph (A) (but
not subparagraph (B)), the term ‘“‘employ-

ment” includes employment under a per-
sonal services contract with the United
States.
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(5) The Public Printer may prescribe regu-
lations to carry out this subsection.

(d) RETRAINING, JOB PLACEMENT, AND COUN-
SELING SERVICES.—(1) In this subsection, the
term “employee”—

(A) means an employee of the Government
Printing Office; and

(B) shall not include—

(i) a reemployed annuitant under sub-
chapter 111 of chapter 83 or chapter 84 of title
5, United States Code, or another retirement
system for employees of the Government; or

(ii) an employee who is employed on a tem-
porary when actually employed basis.

(2) The Public Printer may establish a pro-
gram to provide retraining, job placement,
and counseling services to employees and
former employees.

(3) A former employee may not participate
in a program established under this sub-
section, if—

(A) the former employee was separated
from service with the Government Printing
Office for more than 1 year; or

(B) the separation was by removal for
cause on charges of misconduct or delin-
quency.

(4) Retraining costs for the program estab-
lished under this subsection may not exceed
$5,000 for each employee or former employee.

(e) ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS.—(1) The
Public Printer—

(A) may use employees of the Government
Printing Office to establish and administer
programs and carry out the provisions of
this section; and

(B) may procure temporary and intermit-
tent services under section 3109(b) of title 5,
United States Code, to carry out such provi-
sions—

(i) not subject to the 1 year of service limi-
tation under such section 3109(b); and

(if) at rates for individuals which do not
exceed the daily equivalent of the annual
rate of basic pay prescribed for level V of the
Executive Schedule under section 5316 of
such title.

(2) Funds to carry out subsections (a) and
(c) may be expended only from funds avail-
able for the basic pay of the employee who is
receiving the applicable payment.

(3) Funds to carry out subsection (d) may
be expended from any funds made available
to the Public Printer.

This Act may be cited as the ‘“‘Legislative
Branch Appropriations Act, 1999”.

The CHAIRMAN. No amendment is in
order unless printed in House Report
105-601. Each amendment may be of-
fered only in the order printed, may be
offered only by a Member designated in
the report, shall be considered read, de-
batable for the time specified in the re-
port, equally divided and controlled by
the proponent and an opponent, and
shall not be subject to an amendment.

The chairman of the Committee of
the Whole may postpone a request for
recorded vote on any amendment and
may reduce to a minimum of 5 minutes
the time for voting on any postponed
question that immediately follows an-
other vote, provided that the time for
voting on the first question shall be a
minimum of 15 minutes.

Are there any points of order?

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Chairman, | raise
a point of order against section 108 on
page 10, lines 1 through 10 of H.R. 4112,
on the ground that this provision vio-
lates clause 2 of House rule XXI be-
cause it is in fact legislation included
in a general appropriations bill.
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The CHAIRMAN. Are there any other
Members who wish to be heard on the
point of order?

Section 108 clearly constitutes legis-
lation on an appropriation bill in viola-
tion of clause 2 of rule XXI by requir-
ing the Committee on House Oversight
to issue regulations .

The Chair sustains the point of order.
The section is stricken.

It is now in order to consider Amend-
ment No. 1 printed in House Report
105-601.

AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. FARR OF

CALIFORNIA

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair-
man, | offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No.
FARR of California:

In the item relating to ‘““HOUSE OFFICE
BUILDINGS” under the heading ‘““ARCHI-
TECT OF THE CAPITOL—CAPITOL BUILD-
INGS AND GROUNDS”’, strike the period at the
end and insert the following: *‘: Provided,
That of the total amount provided under this
heading, not less than $100,000 shall be used
exclusively for waste recycling programs.”.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 489, the gentleman from
California (Mr. FARR) and a Member
opposed will each control 5 minutes.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, | support
the gentleman’s amendment, and, if no
Member seeks time in opposition, | ask
unanimous consent that | be allocated
the time the rule allows reserved for a
Member in opposition.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield myself such time as | may
consume.

(Mr. FARR of California asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield myself such time as | may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, | thank the gentleman
from New York (Mr. WALSH), the chair-
man of the Subcommittee on Legisla-
tive, and the gentleman from New
York (Mr. SERRANO), the ranking mem-
ber.

I think in the dialogue we have heard
here today what we recognize is we do
have a serious trash problem here in
the United States Congress, and trash
is trash. It is not Republican trash or
Democratic trash or Independent trash,
it is something that we have just got
to get our hands on and clean up.
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This amendment | think allows the
House to do that. It simply dictates
that of the money in this bill that goes
to pay for the operation and mainte-
nance of the House buildings, $100,000
of that shall be bracketed, shall be
made available to underwrite the recy-
cling program and only the recycling
program.

1 offered by Mr.
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The amendment, by earmarking spe-
cific funds for this program, sets recy-
cling as a priority for the House. | offer
this amendment because recycling is a
program that has been neglected, and
consequently has had very limited suc-
cess.

Most of the Members of the House do
recycle. They support this. But the
level and type of recycling varies from
office to office, leaving a doubt in the
end results of those efforts because the
program itself is in such a disarray.
The amendment will guarantee that
the House has all the resources that we
need to jumpstart this program into
high gear.

I am not offering this amendment to
fulfill some sort of ecowarrior’s dream
to save trees, | am offering this amend-
ment because it is a way to earn money
for the House and for the government
by avoiding landfill costs and by earn-
ing revenue on high-grade recyclable
material. It is a way to reduce our de-
pendency on the landfills and take
trash out of the community. It is a way
to make the House a good corporate
citizen of the D.C. community, and yes,
it is a way to conserve resources.

I urge Members to support my
amendment and give the House a
chance to get recycling right.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. FARR of California. | yield to
the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Chairman, until
the gentleman offered his amendment,
despite the months the gentleman has
spent in a bipartisan effort to try to
get this disastrous program reshaped,
there was not any money allocated spe-
cifically for this purpose in this appro-
priations bill by the Republican major-
ity; is that correct?

Mr. FARR of California. Not specifi-
cally. The problem is that the program
is broken. It needs a commitment. The
gentleman from New York (Mr. WALSH)
certainly has given his commitment to
it. 1 believe that he is sincere, but we
need to get it off the ground.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Chairman, | com-
mend the gentleman’s leadership. |
think it would be really helpful in fo-
cusing on what is a disgrace for the
Congress, and perhaps with the adop-
tion of the gentleman’s amendment we
can begin to correct this blunder.

Mr. FARR of California. | thank the
gentleman. The gentleman from New
York (Mr. WALSH) and | were talking at
lunch today, talking about recycling in
our own homes. We said it is our
daughters that remind us, they are sort
of the recycling cop in our houses, tell-
ing us that you have to recycle this
and that. What this House needs, I
think what every office needs, is a 13-
year-old daughter or son to say, put
this in the right place.

Frankly, that is leadership, and it is
going to require the Architect of the
Capitol to really get tough with our of-
fices and remind us that this is a re-
sponsibility of each office.

Mr. Chairman, | reserve the balance
of my time.
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Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Chairman, | certainly have no
problem. In fact, | support the gentle-
man’s amendment.

There are two things that we agree
on, bipartisanly. One is that we are
committed to recycling. The second is
that we do whatever our daughters tell
us when it comes to recycling, and
probably some other things at home.

This is a friendly amendment. This is
a good amendment. | know that the
gentleman from California (Mr. FARR)
has been a supporter of this effort. We
have, too. We have conducted hearings
and several meetings with the Archi-
tect. The gentleman from New York
(Mr. SERRANO) is committed to this.
This issue has been raised in great de-
tail. The Architect has the message. It
is now up to him, with the cooperation
of all House offices, to make this pro-
gram work more efficiently. We have
done this in concert with the gen-
tleman and his staff. | commend him
for his interest.

Mr. Chairman, | yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
New York (Mr. SERRANO), the distin-
guished ranking member of the sub-
committee.

Mr. SERRANO. | thank the gen-
tleman from New York, Mr. Chairman.
In spite of the fact that | was not in-
vited to lunch to discuss this amend-
ment, | do think it is a great amend-
ment. | think it speaks to a very im-
portant issue, certainly one that the
gentleman from California has been
working on very diligently. | support it
wholeheartedly, and hope that we can
accept it today.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume, in
order to say that we accept the amend-
ment.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, | believe
the U.S. House of Representatives has a
great opportunity to save the American tax-
payer money. From the General Services Ad-
ministration’s FY96 Waste Management Re-
port we have learned the U.S. House of Rep-
resentatives recycled over three million
pounds of paper and earned $761. The same
reports shows:

1996 Reﬁ{f_;"d Eamed
USDA 1,020,000 $29,730
DOE 754,000 15,992
HUD 746,000 22,413
RC 458,000 10,728
U.S. House of Representatives ................... 3,460,000 761

The House earned less money because the
paper collected from offices which voluntarily
participate in recycling becomes contaminated
after it is collected by the custodial staff. Many
Congressional employees who work late at
night can attest that the custodial staff who
collect the waste are not properly equipped
with receptors to keep the waste sorted.

| understand that the House has been trying
to implement a voluntary recycling program
since the late 1970’s and suggest that per-
haps there needs to be more support and
oversight from the committee to implement the
program effectively. With proper oversight and
direction the U.S. House of Representatives
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will not only save money by making money
when it recycles, but it will save money by
avoiding the dumping fees on waste that is
sent to the landfills.

Unfortunately, the preliminary indications for
FY97 are even worse. The preliminary num-
bers being complied by GSA suggest that the
House earned only $7.51 for recycling
4,400,000 pounds of paper.

Congressman SAM FARR'S amendment
makes the necessary steps to help solve the
recycling problems in the House. | support his
efforts and hope my colleagues will do the
same.

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield myself such time as | may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, | urge the adoption of
the amendment, and after hearing the
analogy of the gentleman from New
York (Mr. SERRANO) of this being a city
on the Hill, | accept the support of the
mayor and the vice-mayor, here.

Mr. Chairman, | yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, | yield
back the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. FARR).

The amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to
consider amendment No. 2 printed in
House report 105-601.

AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR. GUTIERREZ

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Chairman, |
offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 2 printed in House Report
105-601 offered by Mr. GUTIERREZ:

In Title I11—General Provisions—after the
last section insert the following new section:

SEC. 310. The Architect of the Capitol—

(1) shall develop and implement a cost-ef-
fective energy conservation strategy for all
facilities currently administered by Congress
to achieve a net reduction of 20 percent in
energy consumption on the congressional
campus compared to fiscal year 1991 con-
sumption levels on a Btu-per-gross-square-
foot basis not later than 7 years after the
adoption of this resolution;

(2) shall submit to Congress no later than
10 months after the adoption of this resolu-
tion a comprehensive energy conservation
and management plan which includes life
cycle costs methods to determine the cost-
effectiveness of proposed energy efficiency
projects;

(3) shall submit to the Committee on Ap-
propriations in the Senate and the House of
Representatives a request for the amount of
appropriations necessary to carry out this
resolution;

(4) shall present to Congress annually a re-
port on congressional energy management
and conservation programs which details en-
ergy expenditures for each facility, energy
management and conservation projects, and
future priorities to ensure compliance with
the requirements of this resolution.

(5) shall perform energy surveys of all con-
gressional buildings and update such surveys
as needed;

(6) shall use such surveys to determine the
cost and payback period of energy and water
conservation measures likely to achieve the
required energy consumption levels;

(7) shall install energy and water conserva-
tion measures that will achieve the require-
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ments through previously determined life

cycle cost methods and procedures;

(8) may contract with nongovernmental
entities and employ private sector capital to
finance energy conservation projects and
achieve energy consumption target;

(9) may develop innovative contracting
methods that will attract private sector
funding for the installation of energy-effi-
cient and renewable energy technology to
meet the requirements of this resolution;

(10) may participate in the Department of
Energy’s Financing Renewable Energy and
Efficiency (FREE Savings) contracts pro-
gram for Federal Government facilities; and

(11) shall produce information packages
and ‘““how-to”’ guides for each Member and
employing authority of the Congress that de-
tail simple, cost-effective methods to save
energy and taxpayer dollars.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 489, the gentleman from II-
linois (Mr. GUTIERREZ) and a Member
opposed will control 5 minutes each.

For what purpose does the gentleman
from New York rise?

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, | support
the gentleman’s amendment, and if no
Member seeks time in opposition, | ask
unanimous consent that | be allocated
the time under the rule otherwise re-
served to a Member in position.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New York?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
GUTIERREZ).

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as | may con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, | first want to com-
mend the gentleman from New York
(Mr. WALsSH) and the gentleman from
New York (Mr. José E. SERRANO), the
ranking minority member, for their
fine work on the legislation currently
being considered by the House. As we
all know, making Congress work is no
easy task. Their efforts, however, have
made it easier for all of us to work
more effectively for our constituents.

I would also like to thank the gen-
tleman from New York (Chairman SoL-
OMON) and the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. MOAKLEY) for their sup-
port in the Committee on Rules for my
amendment. | am encouraged to see
Members of both parties committed to
making Congress a model of efficiency
and innovation.

When the Republicans took control
of this institution in 1995, a number of
promises were made regarding the
manner in which government would
work and serve the American people.
We Democrats had some agreements
with some of them. Nevertheless, we
were able to work together in many
important ways to reform congres-
sional practices. Together, Members of
both parties supported and passed the
Congressional Accountability Act, to
bring Congress under the laws man-
dated for the American people and Fed-
eral agencies.

Today | ask for Members’ support so
we can build on that bipartisan accord.
My amendment would simply oblige
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Congress to adhere to energy conserva-
tion standards that Congress has re-
quired for all Federal departments. By
requiring the development and imple-
mentation of a comprehensive energy
conservation plan for the buildings
under our jurisdiction, we would be
demonstrating to our people how gov-
ernment can function more efficiently
and save taxpayers a million dollars,
which would be illustrating the bene-
fits of new and cleaner technologies,
innovative contracting agreements,
and cooperation between private and
not-for-profit sectors.

The Federal agencies have made sig-
nificant progress in these areas. Since
President Bush signed the Energy Pol-
icy Act of 1992, Federal agencies have
made significant progress in these
areas. Federal agencies have saved tax-
payers, and | want to underscore this,
more than $2.5 billion since 1985. This
equates to a decrease in energy costs of
44 percent in constant 1995 dollars from
$14.5 billion in 1985 to $8 billion in the
year 1995. That means that between
1994 and 1995, $286 million was saved.
Why should Congress not follow these
steps?

While Federal agencies have signifi-
cantly reduced energy expenditures,
Congress has seen its energy bill rise in
each of the last 7 years. Congress now
spends more than $32 million annually
on energy bills. We can and should re-
verse this trend, and we should do it
without short-term costs to the tax-
payers.

My amendment would permit the Ar-
chitect of the Capitol to enlist private
and not-for-profit resources to develop,
plan, and achieve reduction targets.
Currently the Department of Energy
has been working with Federal agen-
cies and private sector partners on in-
novative contracting methods that do
not cost the taxpayers a cent.

Under the Financing Renewal Energy
and Efficiency or FREE savings con-
tract, energy service companies pay for
and install energy saving technologies
and equipment in Federal buildings at
no cost to the taxpayers. In reward, the
private partners receive, for a des-
ignated number of years, about 50 per-
cent of the savings when the building’s
energy bills go down. | feel strongly
that the use of these contracting meth-
ods could help Congress reduce its en-
ergy expenditures by more than 20 per-
cent by the year 2005.

Mr. Chairman, in 1995 we agreed Con-
gress should comply with the laws of
the Nation. | am sure we can also agree
that Congress should be a model of how
government can function better. A
greater commitment by Congress to
cutting its own wasteful spending and
to conserving natural resources is re-
quired to achieve this goal.

Support this amendment, support a
Congress that lives by the laws it
passes. Support an energy-efficient
congressional campus.

Mr. Chairman, | reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, | yield
2% minutes to the gentleman from New
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York (Mr. SERRANO), the ranking mi-
nority member.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, |
thank the gentleman for yielding me
the time.

Mr. Chairman, the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. GUTIERREZ) as presented, in my
opinion, is a good amendment. It cer-
tainly speaks about a very important
issue, and one we should be dealing
with in this House. He has very prop-
erly presented his arguments, and we
certainly have no problems with it on
this side. 1 would hope that the gentle-
man’s side would accept the amend-
ment today.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Chairman, | have no problem
with the amendment. The minority
supports it, the majority supports it.
The language would require the Archi-
tect of the Capitol to develop a cost-ef-
fective strategy to achieve 20 percent
efficiency in energy consumption. It is
a worthy goal. It is an excellent idea.
It will save us money, and we support
the amendment.

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Chairman, |1
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

I would just like to say to the chair-
man and the ranking member, | thank
them both for their consideration of
my amendment. Together we will make
the House a more efficient place. |
thank them so much.

Mr. Chairman, | yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, | yield
back the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. GUTIERREZ).

The amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose;
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr.
PETRI) having assumed the chair, Mr.
HANSEN, Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee,
having had under consideration the bill
(H.R. 4112) making appropriations for
the legislative branch for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1999, and for
other purposes, pursuant to House Res-
olution 489, he reported the bill back to
the House with sundry amendments
adopted by the Committee of the
Whole.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the rule, the previous question is or-
dered.

Is a separate vote demanded on any
amendment? If not, the Chair will put
them en gros.

The amendments were agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY MR. OBEY

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | offer a mo-
tion to recommit.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the
gentleman opposed to the bill?

Mr. OBEY. | certainly am, Mr.
Speaker.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion to recom-
mit.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. OBEY moves to recommit the bill, H.R.
4112, to the Committee on Appropriations
with instructions to report the same back to
the House forthwith with an amendment to
reduce $8,311,590 from the appropriation for
“Committee Employees, Standing Commit-
tees, Special, and Select.”

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) is
recognized for 5 minutes to speak on
behalf of his motion to recommit.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, many of us
remember a few years back when sig-
nificant reductions were made in com-
mittee staffing, which saved a signifi-
cant amount of money in the House
budget.

In a very controversial decision, the
House majority leadership took about
$8 million of those savings that were
not sent back to the Treasury, but in-
stead, put into a special fund to be con-
trolled by the House leadership.

The House leadership has been able
to spend this slush fund in any manner
they wanted, without further approval
of the House. This windfall spree was
thought to be, more or less, a one-time
windfall brought about by the commit-
tee staff reductions that have now sta-
bilized. But | guess the House leader-
ship has gotten hooked on this free
spending, because we find tucked away
in this bill extra funds ostensibly for
committee staff which in fact are not
meant for the committee staff at all,
but rather, meant to replenish the
Speaker’s slush fund.

The subcommittee chairman in-
formed the Committee on Rules yester-
day that the $89 million included in
this bill for the committee staff is
based on taking the artificially high
levels of 2 years ago, which included
that estimated $7.9 million for the
slush fund, and simply inflated it by
5.21 percent. That works out to over
$8.3 million in this bill that is osten-
sibly budgeted for committee staff that
the majority has no real intention of
using for committee staff.
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The real intention is to be pulling a
back-door maneuver to replenish that
slush fund.

Mr. Speaker, if the majority leader-
ship wants to have more play money,
then this House ought to be able to
vote on it. They should not try to hide
it through this kind of a back-door she-
nanigan.

The truth is committees are not ex-
pected to spend $89 million to operate.
They can do it with about $8 million
less without missing a beat. | would
point out that that is comparable to
the level of the 104th Congress second
session, which was only $79 million. So
the level we are proposing is still $2
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million higher than the level at the end
of the 104th Congress, with no appre-
ciable changes in staff levels.

What would this mean for the total
bill? According to CBO, the total
spending increase recommended by the
majority is more than 3% percent. This
reduction of $8.3 million would still
leave us with a total increase over last
year of 2.3 percent.

Mr. Speaker, | do not apologize for
what this body spends in order to pro-
vide necessary services to our constitu-
ents. But in a day when we are seeing
low-income heating assistance pro-
grams eliminated, when we are seeing
summer jobs eliminated, when we are
seeing cuts in health care, education,
food safety, National Parks and water
quality programs, it seems to me that
we ought not to be providing more
money than we in fact expect the com-
mittees to spend.

Mr. Speaker, we can save $8 million
and not provide the funds that will oth-
erwise be diverted to the leadership’s
slush fund.

Mr. Speaker, | urge a ‘‘yes’” vote on
the motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PETRI). Is the gentleman from New
York (Mr. WALSH) opposed to the mo-
tion to recommit?

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, | am.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. WALSH) is
recognized for 5 minutes in opposition
to the motion.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment will gut the ability of our
committees to do their work, pure and
simple. This takes $8.3 million from the
total appropriation of $89.7 million in
the bill for committee funds. That is a
10 percent reduction in all of our com-
mittees and their funding.

Mr. Speaker, it is going to require
that we reduce staff, that we reduce
our workload, and more importantly,
that we reduce our oversight. This is
tying one hand of the legislative
branch’s arm behind its back for no
good reason.

This bill was constructed in a bipar-
tisan manner. We have worked to-
gether on this. This is an attempt to
politicize an otherwise nonpartisan
bill. There is nowhere near this amount
of money in the bill for unanticipated
expenses of the committees.

This idea, this “‘slush fund’ word, is
very quotable. It is a quotable quote. It
is a good 2-second sound bite. But what
we are talking about here is funding
unanticipated expenses of the Con-
gress. Any construction project, any
business worth their salt provides for
contingencies. That is what this does.

The number, this number of $8.3 mil-
lion, has no basis in reality. | do not
know where the number came from.
But the fact of the matter is it is an at-
tempt to politicize an otherwise well-
crafted, nonpartisan bill.

So, Mr. Speaker, 1 urge my col-
leagues to vote ‘‘no’” on this motion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the previous question is or-
dered on the motion to recommit.
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There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion to recommit.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present and make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

Pursuant to clause 5 of rule XV, the
Chair will reduce to a minimum of 5
minutes the period of time within
which a vote by electronic device will
be taken on the question of passage of
the bill.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 192, nays
222, not voting 19, as follows:

Evi-

[Roll No. 271]
YEAS—192

Abercrombie Gutierrez Oberstar
Ackerman Hall (OH) Obey
Allen Hall (TX) Olver
Andrews Harman Ortiz
Baesler Hastings (FL) Owens
Baldacci Hefner Pascrell
Barcia Hilliard Pastor
Barrett (WI) Hinchey Payne
Becerra Holden Pelosi
Bentsen Hooley Peterson (MN)
Berry Hoyer Pickett
Bishop Jackson (IL) Pomeroy
Blagojevich Jackson-Lee Poshard
Blumenauer (TX) Price (NC)
Bonior Jefferson Rahall
Borski John Rangel
Boswell Johnson (W1) Rivers
Boucher Johnson, E. B. Rodriguez
Boyd Kanjorski Roemer
Brady (PA) Kaptur Rothman
Brown (CA) Kennedy (MA) Roybal-Allard
Brown (FL) Kennedy (RI) Rush
Brown (OH) Kennelly Sabo
Capps Kildee Sanchez
Cardin Kilpatrick Sanders
Carson Kind (WI) Sandlin
Clay Kleczka Sawyer
Clayton Klink Schumer
Clement Kucinich Scott
Clyburn LaFalce Serrano
Condit Lantos Sherman
Conyers Lee Sisisky
Costello Levin Skaggs
Coyne Lipinski Skelton
Cramer Lofgren Slaughter
Cummings Lowey Smith, Adam
Danner Luther Snyder
Davis (FL) Maloney (CT) Spratt
Davis (IL) Maloney (NY) Stabenow
DeFazio Manton Stark
DeGette Martinez Stenholm
Delahunt Mascara Stokes
DeLauro Matsui Strickland
Deutsch McCarthy (MO) Stupak
Dicks McCarthy (NY) Tanner
Dixon McDermott Tauscher
Doggett McGovern Taylor (MS)
Dooley McHale Thompson
Doyle Mclntyre Thurman
Edwards McKinney Tierney
Engel McNulty Torres
Eshoo Meehan Towns
Etheridge Meek (FL) Velazquez
Evans Meeks (NY) Vento
Farr Menendez Visclosky
Fattah Millender- Waters
Fazio McDonald Watt (NC)
Filner Miller (CA) Waxman
Ford Minge Wexler
Frank (MA) Mink Weygand
Frost Mollohan Wise
Furse Moran (VA) Woolsey
Gejdenson Murtha Wynn
Gephardt Nadler Yates
Green Neal

NAYS—222
Aderholt Ganske Packard
Archer Gekas Pappas
Armey Gibbons Parker
Bachus Gilchrest Paul
Baker Gillmor Paxon
Ballenger Gilman Pease
Barr Goode Peterson (PA)
Barrett (NE) Goodlatte Petri
Bartlett Goodling Pickering
Barton Goss Pitts
Bass Graham Pombo
Bateman Granger Porter
Bereuter Greenwood Portman
Berman Gutknecht Pryce (OH)
Bilbray Hansen Quinn
Bilirakis Hastert Radanovich
Bliley Hastings (WA) Ramstad
Blunt Hayworth Redmond
Boehlert Hefley Regula
Boehner Herger Riggs
Bonilla Hill Riley
Bono Hilleary Rogan
Bryant Hobson Rogers
Bunning Hoekstra Rohrabacher
Burr Horn Ros-Lehtinen
Burton Hostettler Roukema
Buyer Houghton Royce
Callahan Hunter Ryun
Calvert Hyde Salmon
Camp Inglis Sanford
Campbell Istook Saxton
Canady Jenkins Schaefer, Dan
Cannon Johnson (CT) Schaffer, Bob
Castle Johnson, Sam Sensenbrenner
Chabot Jones Sessions
Chambliss Kasich Shadegg
Chenoweth Kelly Shaw
Christensen Kim Shays
Coble King (NY) Shimkus
Coburn Kingston Shuster
Collins Knollenberg Skeen
Combest Kolbe Smith (MI)
Cook LaHood Smith (NJ)
Cooksey Largent Smith (OR)
Cox Latham Smith (TX)
Crane LaTourette Smith, Linda
Crapo Lazio Snowbarger
Cubin Leach Solomon
Cunningham Lewis (CA) Souder
Davis (VA) Lewis (KY) Spence
Deal Linder Stearns
DeLay Livingston Stump
Diaz-Balart LoBiondo Sununu
Dickey Lucas Talent
Doolittle Manzullo Tauzin
Dreier McCollum Taylor (NC)
Duncan McCrery Thomas
Dunn McHugh Thornberry
Ehlers Mclnnis Thune
Ehrlich Mclntosh Tiahrt
Emerson McKeon Traficant
English Metcalf Upton
Ensign Mica Walsh
Everett Miller (FL) Wamp
Ewing Moran (KS) Watkins
Fawell Morella Watts (OK)
Foley Myrick Weldon (FL)
Forbes Nethercutt Weller
Fossella Neumann White
Fowler Ney Whitfield
Fox Northup Wicker
Franks (NJ) Norwood Wolf
Frelinghuysen Nussle Young (AK)
Gallegly Oxley Young (FL)
NOT VOTING—19
Brady (TX) Hutchinson Pallone
Dingell Klug Reyes
Gonzalez Lampson Scarborough
Gordon Lewis (GA) Turner
Hamilton Markey Weldon (PA)
Hinojosa McDade
Hulshof Moakley
0O 1523
Messrs. McHUGH, ARMEY, MICA,
PAXON, and EWING changed their

vote from “‘yea’ to ‘“‘nay.”

Messrs. JOHN, PRICE of North Caro-
lina, MATSUI, SPRATT, and
MALONEY of Connecticut changed
their vote from “nay’’ to ‘“‘yea.”

So the motion to recommit was re-
jected.
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as above recorded.
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The result of the vote was announced

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, during rollcall
vote No. 271 on the motion to recommit H.R.
4112, | was unavoidably detained. Had | been

present, | would have voted “yes.”

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PEASE). The question is on the passage
of the bill.

Pursuant to clause 7 of rule XV, the
yeas and nays are ordered.

This will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were— yeas 235, nays

179, not voting 19, as follows:

Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bereuter
Berman
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Bryant
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Carson
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Cook
Cooksey
Crapo
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (VA)
Deal
DelLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dixon
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Fawell
Fazio
Foley
Forbes
Fossella
Fowler

[Roll No. 272]
YEAS—235
Fox

Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goode
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Granger
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Herger
Hobson
Hoekstra
Horn
Houghton
Hoyer
Hunter
Hyde

Inglis
Istook
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kasich
Kelly
Kilpatrick
Kim

King (NY)
Kingston
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lucas
Manzullo
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McHugh
Mclnnis
McKeon
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Mink
Mollohan
Morella
Murtha
Myrick

Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oxley
Packard
Pappas
Parker
Pascrell
Pastor
Paxon
Pease
Peterson (PA)
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Redmond
Regula
Riggs
Riley
Rogan
Rogers
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Ryun

Sabo
Salmon
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer, Dan
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Shimkus
Shuster
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (OR)
Smith (TX)
Smith, Adam
Snowbarger
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Stump
Sununu
Talent
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Torres
Traficant
Upton
Visclosky
Walsh
Wamp
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Watkins Whitfield Young (AK)
Watts (OK) Wicker Young (FL)
Weldon (FL) Wolf
White Woolsey

NAYS—179
Abercrombie Harman Olver
Ackerman Hastings (FL) Ortiz
Allen Hefley Owens
Andrews Hefner Pallone
Baker Hill Paul
Baldacci Hilleary Payne
Barcia Hilliard Pelosi
Barrett (WI) Hinchey Peterson (MN)
Becerra Holden Petri
Bentsen Hooley Pomeroy
Berry Hostettler Poshard
Bishop Jackson (IL) FR*ah"’" ||
Blagojevich Jackson-Lee Rgnge
Blumenauer (TX) Rz)\:jerzs
Borski Johnson (W1) guez

Roemer

Boswell Johnson, E. B.
Boucher Kanjorski Rohrabacher
Boyd Kaptur FRQOtI;mIaRH 4
Brady (PA) Kennedy (MA) RgC: ar
Brown (CA) Kennedy (RI) Rush
Brown (FL) Kz_ennelly Sanchez
Brown (OH) Kildee Sanders
Capps Kind (WI) Sandlin
Cardin Kleczka Sanford
Clay Klink Sawyer
Clayton Kucinich Schaffer, Bob
Clement LaFalce Schumer
Clyburn Lantos Scott
Condit Lee Sensenbrenner
Conyers Levin Sherman
Costello Lipinski Slaughter
Cox Lofgren Smith, Linda
Coyne Lowey Snyder
Cramer Luther Spratt
Crane Maloney (CT) Stabenow
Cummings Maloney (NY) Stark
Davis (FL) Manton Stearns
Davis (IL) Martinez Stenholm
DeFazio Mascara Stokes
DeGette Matsui Strickland
Delahunt McCarthy (MO)  Stupak
DeLauro McDermott Tanner
Deutsch McGovern Tauscher
Doggett McHale Taylor (MS)
Dooley Mclntyre Thompson
Doyle McKinney Thurman
Edwards McNulty Tierney
Engel Meehan Towns
Ensign Meek (FL) ¥2:1atzoquez
Eshoo Meeks (NY)
Etheridge Menendez waters

. att (NC)
Evans Millender- Weller
Filner McDonald Wexler
Ford Miller (CA) Weygand
Frank (MA) Minge Wise
Frost Moran (KS) Wynn
Fu_rse Moran (VA) Yates
Gejdenson Nadler
Gephardt Neal
Goodlatte Oberstar
Green Obey

NOT VOTING—19
Brady (TX) Hutchinson Moakley
Dingell Klug Reyes
Gonzalez Lampson Turner
Gordon Lewis (GA) Waxman
Hamilton Markey Weldon (PA)
Hinojosa McDade
Hulshof Mclintosh
0 1533
Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD and Messrs.

ROHRABACHER, RANGEL and
MCINTYRE changed their vote from
“yea’ to “‘nay.”

Ms. WOOLSEY changed her vote
from ““nay”’ to ‘“‘yea.”

So the bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.
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COMMUNICATION FROM THE
CLERK OF THE HOUSE.

The Speaker laid before the House
the following communication from the
Clerk of the House of Representatives:

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, June 25, 1998.
Hon. NEWT GINGRICH,
The Speaker,
House of Representatives, Washington DC.
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: | have the honor to
transmit herewith a copy of a certificate of
unofficial vote totals received from The Hon-
orable Stephanie Gonzales, Secretary of
State, State of New Mexico, which indicates
that, according to the unofficial vote totals
received by the nominees whose names ap-
peared on the 1998 Special Election Ballot of
June 23, the Honorable Heather Wilson was
elected Representative in Congress for the
First Congressional District, State of New
Mexico.
With warm regards,
ROBIN H. CARLE,
Clerk.

SWEARING IN OF THE HONORABLE
HEATHER WILSON, OF NEW MEX-
ICO, AS A MEMBER OF THE
HOUSE

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that the gentle-
woman from New Mexico, Ms. HEATHER
WILSON, be permitted to take the oath
of office today. Her certificate of elec-
tion has not yet arrived, but there is no
contest; and no question has been
raised with regard to her election.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The Representative-
elect and the Members of the New Mex-
ico delegation may come forward.

Ms. WILSON appeared at the bar of
the House and took the oath of office,
as follows:

Do you solemnly swear that you will
support and defend the Constitution of
the United States against all enemies,
foreign and domestic; that you will
bear true faith and allegiance to the
same; that you take this obligation
freely, without any mental reservation
or purpose of evasion, and that you will
well and faithfully discharge the duties
of the office on which you are about to
enter. So help you God.

The SPEAKER. Congratulations.

INTRODUCTION OF THE
HONORABLE HEATHER WILSON

(Mr. SKEEN asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Speaker, as the dean
of the New Mexico delegation in the
House, it is my distinct pleasure and
honor to welcome and congratulate the
newest Member of the House of Rep-
resentatives, the Honorable Heather
Wilson of Albuquerque, New Mexico.

Congresswoman WILSON won this
week’s special election in New Mexico’s
First Congressional District, which was
vacated in March by the untimely
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death of our colleague, Steve Schiff.
We will always miss Steve Schiff, but
today we welcome a new Member who
will continue in his tradition of public
service on behalf of the people of the
State of New Mexico.

Congresswoman WILSON won a most
impressive victory in gaining election
to the House. Many of us watched this
race with significant interest and were
involved in her successful election to
Congress. | thank each and every one
of my colleagues for their efforts on
her behalf.

I look forward to working with the
gentlewoman from New Mexico (Ms.
WILSON) in Congress on behalf of many
principles each of us hold dear to our
hearts, such as education, a strong na-
tional defense, a simpler and fairer tax
system, among a host of other issues
important to our State and Nation.

I welcome the gentlewoman from
New Mexico (Ms. WILSON) to Congress,
and | wish her the best of success in
representing the people from New
Mexico’s First Congressional District.
It is up to her now. Thank goodness for
her being here with us.

TAKING OFFICE WITH INTEGRITY,
COURAGE AND ENERGY

Ms. WILSON. Mr. Speaker, | want to
thank all of you so much for your help,
your support, your words of wisdom,
and your words of kindness throughout
the special election. Without your sup-
port, |1 would not be here today, and
without the support of the people of
the First District.

It is now time to roll up my sleeves,
to take up the work which Steve Schiff
left off too soon, and to represent the
people of the First District with honor,
with integrity, and with every ounce of
courage and energy that | can summon.
I look forward to that challenge, and I
look forward to serving with each of
you.

I wanted to thank my family, who is
here with me, for their love and their
support. | wanted to thank all of you
again. | look forward to serving with
you.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mrs. EMERSON. Mr. Speaker, yester-
day on rollcall No. 264, Agriculture ap-
propriations, | was unavoidably de-
tained. Had | been present, | would
have voted yes.

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 2676,
INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE
RESTRUCTURING AND REFORM
ACT OF 1998

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, pursuant
to House Resolution 490, | call up the
conference report on the bill (H.R. 2676)
to amend the Internal Revenue Code of
1986 to restructure and reform the In-
ternal Revenue Service, and for other
purposes, and ask for its immediate
consideration in the House.
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The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PEASE). Pursuant to House Resolution
490, the conference report is considered
read.

(For conference report and state-
ment, see proceedings of the House of
Wednesday, June 24, 1998, at page
H5100.)

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. ARCHER) and
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
RANGEL) each will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. ARCHER).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that all Members
have 5 legislative days in which to re-
vise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on the con-
ference report on H.R. 2676.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

O 1545

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, today is a great day for
the American taxpayer. As families
gather together next week to celebrate
the Fourth of July, a day that recog-
nizes the independence of all Ameri-
cans, they can be proud to know that
this Congress has secured for them
greater independence from the excesses
of the IRS than have ever been granted
since 1952.

The plan we vote on today gives
David the taxpayer an arsenal of pow-
erful slingshots to use against Goliath
the IRS. Reform of the IRS has been
long overdue and | am delighted that
Congress is passing legislation that
puts the legitimate rights of the tax-
payer first. Our plan shifts the burden
of proof off the taxpayer and onto the
IRS. No longer will taxpayers have to
prove in court their innocence but,
rather, the IRS will have to prove li-
ability. It gives taxpayers 74 new rights
and protections, including protections
for innocent spouses, usually women,
and it creates an independent oversight
board to get the IRS under control.

Plus, we reduce the complexity that
16 million Americans endured when
they filled out their difficult Schedule
D IRS capital gains tax forms. By
changing the holding period from 18
months to 12 months, we bring greater
simplicity to the lives of taxpayers.

Mr. Speaker, as important as this bill
is to more than 100 million Americans
who dutifully fill out their tax forms
every year, this bill is also about our
values and our priorities. It is about
right and it is about wrong. It is about
putting the taxpayer first and the IRS
second. It has been the other way
around for entirely too long.

What we do today is very much in
the spirit of July 4. Today we enhance
the power of the individual and we re-
duce the power of an abusive arm of
the government that intrudes into the
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individual lives of each of us. By dis-
solving the bonds which allowed the
IRS to seize homes and freeze bank ac-
counts, we serve taxpayers whose life,
liberty and pursuit of happiness had
been infringed. We remind a free Na-
tion that earnings belong to those who
make them, not to a government with
the power to take them.

This bill strikes the right balance be-
tween granting taxpayers the freedom
to pay their taxes without abuse while
providing the tools necessary to fund
the government. | am very proud of
this Congress for today’s action. We
are indeed leading the Nation in the
right direction.

I am proud to belong to a Republican
Congress that has balanced the budget,
cut taxes, fixed welfare and now we
have protected taxpayers from IRS
abuses. | am also proud to be a part of
a Republican Congress that has proved
that it can work on a bipartisan basis
across the aisle to bring this wonderful
bill to the American people. If there
was ever a done-something Congress,
this is it.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.
Let me thank the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. ARCHER), my chairman, for
allowing me to be a part of his Repub-
lican Congress, and to laud him for
bringing about this Republican surplus,
and also the Republicans for bringing
about this great economic boom which
we enjoy. God knows what we would
have done without you, but | hope next
year we will find out.

I do have to agree on this bill that
the chairman of the committee as well
as the Senate have shown an extreme
bipartisan effort to bring about
changes that were needed in the Inter-
nal Revenue Service. | really enjoyed
working with the chairman and the
Senate, because we got away from the
rhetoric of pulling out the code by the
roots, beating up on the dedicated pub-
lic servants, and started working with
the commission which the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. CoyNE) of the
Committee on Ways and Means and the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. PORTMAN)
had worked on, working with the ad-
ministration and the other body to see
what we could do to bring about
change, and through hard work and
mutual respect, we were able to do it.
Not only do we bring in professionals
to provide oversight, have additional
management flexibility, but we ex-
panded electronic tax filing and
worked with the administration to
make certain that the oversight board
had representation not only from the
private sector but from the employees.

Taxpayers’ rights were protected. In-
nocent spouse relief was given. And
even though there are some provisions
in the bill that have absolutely nothing
to do with reform, these were the perks
and privileges of the majority and we
thought that the President should sup-
port the entire bill, as do most of the
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people that really believe that the tax-
payer has been and should be entitled
to more protection.

We will have a motion to recommit
perhaps that could perfect the bill and
make it all that it could be, but |
would publicly like to thank the chair-
man of the full Committee on Ways
and Means as well as the leadership in
the other body for coming up with a
bill that would improve the protections
for taxpayers and at the same time be
a piece of legislation that can be sup-
ported by the administration and
should make Members of this House
and this body proud.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, | yield
5% minutes to the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. PORTMAN), a gentleman to
whom all of us owe an enormous debt
of gratitude, because he was the co-
chairman of the restructuring commis-
sion that spent 1 year evaluating the
IRS and bringing to us a recommenda-
tion which is basically intact as a re-
sult of our efforts.

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time, for those kind words and for all
his leadership on this legislation.

It was exactly one year ago today
that the National Commission on Re-
structuring the Internal Revenue Serv-
ice announced its recommendations
after a year-long audit of the IRS. That
commission has been referred to by the
gentleman from New York and by the
chairman. It was cochaired by Senator
BoB KERREY of Nebraska and myself.
What we did was to recommend the
first comprehensive changes to the IRS
since 1952. When we released our re-
port, again a year ago today, to fun-
damentally reform the IRS, change the
way it does business and protect tax-
payers, | cannot say that everybody in
Washington was hoping that it would
end up here on the floor. In fact there
were many who probably hoped it
would gather dust on a shelf, including
some in the Clinton administration. At
that time there was opposition from
the Treasury Department over the de-
gree to which we were reforming the
IRS.

The next step in that process was leg-
islation. The gentleman from Maryland
(Mr. CARDIN) and | introduced House
legislation, and Senators KERREY and
GRASSLEY introduced legislation in the
Senate that was based on those rec-
ommendations. And then it was the
chairman who prioritized it, put the
Committee on Ways and Means at the
front of this effort, and moved the leg-
islation so expeditiously. Again this
was before the legislation was as wide-
ly acclaimed as it will be today, |
think, as we have listened to Members
speak on the floor.

Mr. Speaker, Americans are grateful
for the leadership the gentleman from
Texas showed and that the committee
showed on a bipartisan basis. This is
the agency that directly impacts the
lives of more Americans than any
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other agency of government. Of course
we owe it to the taxpayers to pass this
bill today, and | am very confident
that we will.

But let me say something else. |
think that once we have finished our
voting today and we are done congratu-
lating ourselves over this very good
legislation this afternoon, we then
have to turn our focus to the real work.
We owe it to the taxpayers to ensure
that the provisions in this legislation
are actually implemented, and we owe
it to them because we have to ensure
that we do have a fundamental cultural
change at the IRS.

Members have heard about some of
the bill’s key provisions from the gen-
tleman from Texas and the gentleman
from New York. Let me just say it is a
very comprehensive approach. It con-
tains a wide range of reforms. When
you take those reforms as a whole, it
will transform the IRS from an anti-
quated sort of an enforcement mental-
ity to a modern, more taxpayer serv-
ice-oriented organization. It will
refocus the mission of the IRS to pro-
vide respectful and efficient service to
the taxpayer.

It does so in a number of different
ways. One is by creating this new over-
sight board that the gentleman from
New York mentioned. This is unprece-
dented in government. We will have
nine members of the board, mostly
from the private sector, who will bring
needed expertise and customer service,
information technology, and how to
transform a large service organization.
They will be there to ensure that the
IRS will be more accountable to the
taxpayer and be more accountable over
a long period of time.

It does so by leveling the playing
field between the taxpayers and the
IRS. It has over 50 new taxpayer rights.
These include shifting the burden of
proof from the taxpayer to the IRS in
court cases, providing long overdue re-
lief for innocent spouses, most of whom
are women who are unfairly targeted
today by the IRS; it creates new due
process rights for taxpayers, and even
creates the right to be compensated for
overzealous IRS actions.

Very importantly, the legislation
also reforms the IRS management
structure to increase accountability
and performance. It gives the IRS Com-
missioner new personnel flexibilities to
drive change through the agency, such
as the ability to bring in experts from
the private sector at a high level in the
IRS, the ability to reward IRS employ-
ees for taxpayer service, and fire em-
ployees who provide inferior service. It
also increases the accountability of
IRS employees and managers in the
collection area to stop the tactics of
intimidation.

Finally, and significantly, let me just
emphasize that the bill will increase
congressional accountability for the
IRS. That is a major victory for those
of us in this body, in the House, who
believe that it is not enough just to
point the finger at the other end of
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Pennsylvania Avenue, that in fact
much of the blame resides right here in
the Capitol. As a result of our work,
there are three significant congres-
sional accountability provisions.

First, we streamline congressional
oversight, requiring the seven commit-
tees to come together and coordinate
their activities, including one man-
dated meeting a year to review the IRS
budget, review the IRS strategic plan,
and send a clear and consistent mes-
sage from Capitol Hill to the IRS.

Second, we get the IRS at the table
as the committees are working on tax
legislation to ensure that on a more
consistent basis we get expertise from
the field to be sure that tax law
changes are going to actually work to
help the taxpayer and can work within
the IRS system, what new forms or
schedules will be required, how is that
going to affect the IRS, how is that
going to affect individuals.

Finally, and perhaps most signifi-
cantly, it requires Congress to conduct
a new taxpayer complexity analysis of
every new piece of tax legislation that
reaches the House or Senate floor. It
will work kind of like the budget scor-
ing process. We will now be forced to
““score”” tax legislation to see what its
complexity is for the taxpayer and for
the IRS. And in the House we put teeth
in that with a point of order to make
sure that it actually happens. This will
force us to consider the implications of
what might otherwise be great sound-
ing tax legislation.

Again, for the first time ever now we
will have incentives in place that actu-
ally encourage us to simplify rather
than all the incentives that are out
there right now for more complexity.
Anybody who looked at this year’s
Schedule D for capital gains knows
what we are talking about.

There are a lot of other provisions in
this bill. We do not have time to men-
tion them all. Suffice it to say the
overall package will ensure that the
IRS will now work for the taxpayer
rather than the other way around.

Let me close with one final point, if
I might. On a bipartisan basis within a
short period of time, this Congress for
the first time in 46 years fundamen-
tally restructured the second biggest
agency in government to make it far
more responsive to taxpayers. That is
in large measure because of the leader-
ship of this Congress. NEWT GINGRICH
took personal interest in this, talked
to the Commission, supported it, expe-
dited it. It is also, of course, the result
of the hard work and dedication of the
Restructuring Commission, its staff;
the Committees on Ways and Means
and Finance. Barbara Pate of my own
staff put many hours into this project.
I think the process worked, though, be-
cause we took partisanship out and
brought expertise in. It just might be a
model for other challenging issues we
face. 1 again commend the chairman
for his work.

Mr. Speaker, | would like to take a moment
to thank the staff of the National Commission
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on Restructuring the Internet Revenue Service
for important work on this legislation. We
would not have the strong reform legislation
before us today without the hard work and pa-
tience of these individuals. They staffed doz-
ens of public hearings, 3 town-hall meetings
around the country and hundreds of hours of
closed-door sessions with Restructuring Com-
mission members. They also interviewed hun-
dreds of present and former IRS officials, rep-
resentatives of key stakeholder groups, and
average taxpayers. The product of their work
is the Commission’s final report, “A Vision for
a New IRS,” which served as the foundation
of the legislation we have before us today.
Congress, and the taxpaying public, thank
them for their fine efforts.

The Commission staff members were: Jeff-
ery Trinca, Chief of Staff; Anita Horn, Deputy
Chief of Staff; Douglas Shulman, Senior Policy
Advisor and Chief of Staff from June to Sep-
tember of 1997; Charles Lacijan, Senior Policy
Advisor; Dean Zerbe, Senior Policy Advisor;
Armando Gomez, Chief Counsel; George
Guttman, Counsel; Lisa McHenry, Director of
Communications and Research; James Den-
nis, Counsel; John Jungers, Research Assist-
ant; Andrew Siracuse, Research Assistant;
Damien McAndrews, Research Assistant;
Margie Knowles, Office Manager; and Janise
Haman, Secretary.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. CARDIN) who worked very
hard in making this reform possible.

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
RANGEL) for yielding me this time. |
rise in support of the conference report
on H.R. 2676.

Mr. Speaker, more than a year ago
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
PORTMAN) came over to meet with me
about the work that he was doing as
chairman of the National Commission
on Restructuring the Internal Revenue
Service. It led to the introduction of
H.R. 2292. The gentleman from Ohio
impressed upon me his commitment to
restructure the IRS and have legisla-
tion on this floor in a bipartisan man-
ner.

Mr. Speaker, I want to congratulate
and compliment the gentleman from
Ohio for his professionalism and the
way that he acted in such a bipartisan
manner. As a result, | agree with the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. ARCHER) as
to why we have such an outstanding
bill before us. The gentleman from
Ohio deserves the thanks of all of us.
To the gentleman from Texas and the
Committee on Ways and Means, | want
to congratulate them for the work that
our committee did. It was outstanding
in considering this legislation and
moving it forward. To the gentleman
from New York (Mr. RANGEL), the
ranking member, for his advice and
leadership during this process, | also
want to extend congratulations.

O 1600

Senior officials of the Clinton admin-
istration were extremely helpful to us,
including Secretary Rubin who has al-
ready provided strong leadership in re-
forming the Internal Revenue Service.
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And finally, Mr. Speaker, | think we
should all thank the hardworking Fed-
eral employees at the IRS who have
been critical to this reform effort. Yes,
we have heard stories of abusive behav-
ior by a handful of rogue IRS agents,
but we all understand that the vast
majority of the rank and file IRS work-
ers do a very difficult job and they de-
serve our thanks.

This conference report includes some
very strong new provisions on tax-
payers’ rights and taxpayer protection
provisions, and | am pleased that we
have improved the innocent spouse pro-
visions, unfair imposition on tax liabil-
ity. We shift the burden of proof in cer-
tain court-litigated cases back to the
IRS, where it should be, and we provide
relief for penalties and interest for
many taxpayers who deserve that help.

But the success of IRS reform will
not be the passage of this bill, but the
implementation of the bill. We have set
the stage where we can really improve
the structure of our tax-collecting
agency. Commissioner Rossotti has al-
ready started to make some of these
changes but he needed this bill which
establishes the oversight board that
will work with Commissioner Rossotti
to carry out these badly needed re-
forms.

As the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
PORTMAN) pointed out, it is not only
the oversight board, but it is also pro-
viding for Congress to take a more re-
sponsible oversight attitude on looking
at the IRS and to pass bills that make
sense from tax simplification so the
IRS can do its job.

Mr. Speaker, today we pass the IRS
reform bill. I am very pleased that we
have been able to do it. But that should
not be the end of our interests in the
Tax Code. We all have responsibility to
make the Tax Code more simple, more
efficient and more fair. | hope that the
leadership of this House will move for-
ward with tax reform as it relates to
the Tax Code itself. | look forward to
the enactment of this bill and working
with the other Members on reforming
our Tax Code.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. ENGLISH) a respected
member of the Committee on Ways and
Means.

Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, | thank the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. ARCHER) for yielding this
time to me.

Today the House completes an ambi-
tious project it only undertook last
year, the first comprehensive overhaul
of the Internal Revenue Service since
Harry Truman served in the White
House.

I rise in strong support of the con-
ference report on the IRS Restructur-
ing and Reform Act. It will protect tax-
payers by increasing oversight of the
agency, hold employees of the IRS ac-
countable for their actions and create a
new arsenal of taxpayer protections.
These reforms go a long way toward re-
storing the basic rights of all Ameri-
cans who deal with the IRS.
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My colleague, the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. PORTMAN) who more than
any other Member of this Chamber is
responsible for this package has de-
tailed some of its provisions. The
major ones: The burden of proof is
shifted; an independent board is cre-
ated to oversee IRS policies; an inno-
cent spouse provision is added; and new
incentives are created to encourage the
filing electronically of tax returns
which will save millions of dollars for
the taxpayers.

I also want to note there is an impor-
tant unrelated truth-in-labeling provi-
sion included in this conference report,
an important trade provision that will
substitute the term ‘““normal trade re-
lations™ in place of the currently used
and much misunderstood ‘‘most-fa-
vored-nation’ status with regard to
trade. This will go far to improve the
accuracy and tenor of our debates on
trade issues.

Mr. Speaker, this is long-awaited, bi-
partisan legislation that should be
swiftly acted on by both the House and
Senate and hopefully receive the Presi-
dent’s signature. | rise in strong sup-
port of this legislation.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, | yield
2% minutes to the gentlewoman from
Florida (Mrs. THURMAN).

Mrs. THURMAN. Mr. Speaker, |
thank the conference members because
| think they have done a relatively
good job. As my colleagues know, quite
frankly 1 wish this would have passed
earlier in the year where people would
have had an opportunity to have these
changes available to them today, and |
am going to support the conference re-
port because it does include IRS reform
and IRS responsibility and because |
like the taxpayer protection provi-
sions.

Earlier this year | attended a hearing
with Senator BoB GRAHAM at which
Florida taxpayers talked about their
experiences with the IRS. | heard from
women who had no idea of their
spouse’s tax irregularities but who
were being penalized by the IRS. | also
heard about penalties imposed for
small underpayments that continued
even after offers were made to the IRS.
Such administrative inflexibility con-
tributes to the distrust of IRS and our
tax system. Fortunately the conference
report makes changes that will help
these taxpayers.

Mr. Speaker, the innocent spouse re-
lief is long overdue. The suspension of
interest and penalty is a small step in
the right direction.

In addition, this legislation will
make the IRS more efficient by im-
proving oversight and imposing respon-
sibility on employees for improper ac-
tions. The IRS must treat the Amer-
ican people with respect, and this bill
will ensure that IRS employees under-
stand that fact.

But as occurs too often here, politics
got the benefit of policy for 6 months.
Good legislation was delayed. Now we
have a bill very similar to what the
House approved in November with a
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few twists. We have a new provision
which includes tax relief to employers
who provide meals to more than half of
their employees on employers’ prem-
ises. I wish | had known about that
provision before the conference com-
pleted its work. I have no problem with
helping workers who have to eat where
they work. Perhaps this provision will
also benefit some hospitality workers
in Florida.

But let me tell my colleagues about a
letter that | received from the wife of
a trucker in my district. He was on the
road nearly 300 days last year. The law
allows him to deduct only 50 percent of
the cost of his on-road meals. His wife
wants truckers to deduct 100 percent of
their on-road meals. That makes sense
to me, and | think the committee
should consider the needs of these
struggling taxpayers, too.

But despite the politics that delayed
the policy, | think the legislation helps
American taxpayers, and | urge the
House to approve it.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ari-
zona (Mr. HAYWORTH), a respected
member of the Committee on Ways and
Means.

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, |
thank the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
ARCHER) for yielding this time to me,
and, Mr. Speaker, | come to the well in
strong support of this conference re-
port and the work performed by both
Chambers on this hill.

Mr. Speaker, there are many provi-
sions that have been outlined, but in
addition to the provisions, we can put
faces and names on those families di-
rectly affected, sadly, by what must be
termed as IRS abuse.

I think of a man from Arizona, Bob
Breauxcamp, and the story of his
granddad who inadvertently sent a tax
payment of $7,000 to the IRS when he
only owed $700, how he was aged and
infirmed, and upon his death then the
IRS sought estate taxes from his
daughter, Bob’s mom, and she discov-
ered the overpayment; how the IRS
said, no, that money will not go back
to his estate and how that overpay-
ment, through an oversight in law and,
yes, | dare say, abuse by the IRS was
never returned to the Breauxcamp fam-
ily.

Mr. Speaker, today with passage of
this conference report, we provide for a
wide array of reforms. But to the aged
and the infirm, to those who have been
taken advantage of in this process, we
become their advocates. That is an-
other key provision we should support.

As mentioned earlier, the innocent
spouse provision is vitally important
and most fundamental to our notion of
fairness in this country, the basic
premise of American jurisprudence
which says that the accused is entitled
to the presumption of innocence. What
was deprived in Tax Court is restored
henceforth with passage of this legisla-
tion. The burden of proof will rest on
the government instead of the tax-

payer.
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| urge passage of the conference re-
port.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. NEAL) a member of the
Committee on Ways and Means.

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, | rise in support of this con-
ference agreement on the Internal Rev-
enue Restructuring and Reform Act of
1998.

There is no question that this legisla-
tion will provide better oversight,
greater continuity of leadership and
improved access to expert advice from
the private sector, and additional man-
agement flexibility. There has long
been agreement of the need for fun-
damental reform of the IRS, and | com-
mend the work done by the National
Commission on Restructuring. | sup-
ported the majority of recommenda-
tions made by the National Commis-
sion, and | am pleased that further im-
provements have been made to this ini-
tial legislation introduced by the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. PORTMAN) and
the gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
CARDIN). Mr. PORTMAN and Mr. CARDIN
did work diligently to modify the origi-
nal bill to reflect the concerns of many
of us on the Committee on Ways and
Means.

Mr. Speaker, | believe that the Con-
stitution requires that the IRS com-
missioner be appointed, hired and, if
necessary, fired by the President. The
legislation before us today keeps the
President ultimately responsible for
the actions of the IRS and the deci-
sions of its commissioner, while the
Department of Treasury would still
have a role in the oversight and man-
agement of IRS.

A key component of the bill is a sec-
tion referred to as Taxpayer Rights IIl.
These provisions will provide new pro-
tections and assistance to millions of
taxpayers.

During passage of the bill I was spe-
cifically concerned about two addi-
tional provisions. First | was concerned
about the authority given to the
newly-created IRS Oversight Board.
This board has the authority to review
and approve strategic plans at the IRS
and review and approve the commis-
sioner’s plans for major reorganization.

The bill was not clear on what hap-
pens to our tax administration system
under these new authorities if a con-
sensus is not reached among board
members or the IRS commissioner and
Treasury Secretary in disagreement
with views of private sector individ-
uals. I am pleased that the conference
has addressed this issue.

Second, I am concerned about the
provision in the shift of the burden of
proof which should not be treated
lightly. The conference agreement
shifts the burden of proof to the Sec-
retary of Treasury in any court pro-
ceeding with respect to a factual issue
if the taxpayer enters credible evidence
with respect to the factual issue rel-
evant to ascertaining the taxpayer’s li-
ability for income estate and gift
taxes.
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Under current law, a taxpayer is gen-
erally required to maintain records
substantiating the calculation of his or
her income tax liability. In civil mat-
ters, the burden is placed on the tax-
payer because the taxpayer controls
the facts and the record.

Now this shift in the burden of proof
could have unintended consequences,
and we should acknowledge that today.
It could result in the IRS conducting
more intrusive examinations and the
IRS issuing more subpoenas and sum-
monses to third parties in search of
evidence, and | am concerned that this
provision would induce taxpayers not
to keep records. But | am pleased that
the conference agreement requires a
taxpayer to keep records in order to be
eligible for this provision.

Our tax system is voluntary, and we
have an overall compliance rate of 85
percent. The individual compliance
rate is 97 percent, and we should never
lose sight of those respective achieve-
ments.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, | yield 5
minutes to the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut (Mrs. JOHNSON) the chairman
of the Subcommittee on Oversight of
the Committee on Ways and Means,
who has also done a tremendous
amount of work in building this pack-
age.

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Speaker, first | want to congratulate
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. AR-
CHER) the chairman of the Committee
on Ways and Means for not only his
long investment and commitment to
this bill, but the depth of knowledge
that he has of it, and of the issues ad-
dressed in it and of his leadership as a
conferee negotiating a bill that will be
good for the taxpayers and a credit to
this Congress.
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Today is a great day for taxpayers.
With enactment of the IRS Restructur-
ing Reform Act, we are going to fun-
damentally change the culture of the
IRS, and not a moment too soon.

Earlier this year, | asked my con-
stituents to evaluate the performance
of the IRS in a survey of taxpayers in
the 6th Congressional District. Fifty-
four percent of the respondents gave
the agency a D or an F. That is unac-
ceptable. It is appalling. It is unfair to
taxpayers, to the honest, hard-working
people of America who support their
government. But it is equally unfair to
the conscientious men and women who
work for the IRS, that the unchecked,
irresponsible actions of a few have un-

dermined public confidence in their
work.
We need stronger management,

stronger congressional oversight and
stronger taxpayer rights. The measure
before us today provides all three. The
IRS oversight board created by this bill
will bring private sector knowledge
into the management of the IRS, so the
IRS can begin the 21st century as a
state-of-the-art, customer-oriented
service organization. Infusing private
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sector know-how into the technology
development and the management of
the IRS will create a model for revital-
izing our government agencies.

But reform of the IRS requires re-
form of the congressional oversight
process. At the moment, no fewer than
six committees, not to mention their
subcommittees, on both sides of the
Capitol, tug the IRS in different and
often conflicting directions. This bill
takes an important first step toward
streamlining Congressional oversight.
It provides for annual joint hearings by
Republicans and Democrats from the
House and Senate tax-writing, appro-
priations and government oversight
committees. The hearings will focus on
the IRS strategic plan, budget and per-
formance. If we expect the IRS to
change its ways, we in Congress must
do no less.

The measure builds on the protec-
tions provided in the Taxpayer Bill of
Rights Il developed by the Committee
on Ways and Means Subcommittee on
Oversight and enacted by the last Con-
gress.

I am especially pleased that the tax-
payer rights provisions will strengthen
the protections for innocent spouses.
Of all the horror stories that have sur-
faced in recent years, none have been
more heartbreaking than those involv-
ing innocent spouses, taxpayers who in
many cases have been left to rear their
children as single parents, only to find
their former spouses have saddled them
with crushing tax debt.

Many of these horror stories have
been going on for years without the
IRS helping the spouses who are seek-
